A case study of northwest Missouri state legislators' perceptions of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act by Haggard, Luanne R.
  
A CASE STUDY OF  
NORTHWEST MISSOURI STATE LEGISLATORS’ PERCEPTIONS  
OF THE MISSOURI TEACHER TENURE ACT 
_______________________________________ 
 
A Dissertation 
presented to 
the Faculty of the Graduate School 
at the University of Missouri-Columbia 
 
_______________________________________________________ 
 
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Education 
_____________________________________________________ 
by 
LUANNE R. HAGGARD 
Dr. Carole Edmonds, Dissertation Supervisor 
 
DECEMBER 2014 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
© Copyright by Luanne R. Haggard, 2014 
All Rights Reserved
  
The undersigned, appointed by the dean of the Graduate School,  
have examined the dissertation entitled 
 
A CASE STUDY OF  
NORTHWEST MISSOURI STATE LEGISLATORS’ PERCEPTIONS  
OF THE MISSOURI TEACHER TENURE ACT 
 
presented by Luanne R. Haggard, 
a candidate for the degree of Doctor of Education and 
hereby certify that, in their opinion, it is worthy of acceptance. 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
 
Dr. Carole Edmonds, Dissertation Supervisor 
 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
 
Dr. Tim Wall 
 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
 
Dr. Dan Gordon 
 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
 
Dr. Jennee Barnes-Gregory 
 
 
 
  
DEDICATION 
To Bradley, Brycen, and Cassondra: always inspiring me with their awesomeness!  
  ii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 I thank the St. Joseph Cohort for making this an interesting and many times 
entertaining learning journey.  I could not have made it through classes and projects 
without my twin, Dawn, the most understanding, accepting, and loyal BEST friend.  The 
last few years have been especially difficult and your support and friendship is what 
carried me through the program and my last years of teaching.  Thanks to my new found 
friends, Janie and Kendra, and my friends/colleagues Jason, Kris, and Terri who were 
always there when I needed them.  I especially thank Dr. Edmonds for her patience, 
guidance, and understanding of our St. Joseph Cohort and her personal support when my 
mother passed away during this program.  The guidance of my doctoral committee, Dr. 
Wall, Dr. Gordon, and Dr. Barnes-Gregory was greatly appreciated in helping reach a life 
long goal of attaining a Doctorate.  
 I also thank my family, Angie, Matt, Steve, and Julie, who supported me 
throughout, even though my absence in the summers created a nuisance.  Thank you for 
allowing me to pursue my dream at this time.  I do not tell you enough how I am more 
than thankful you are all in my life.  I am most grateful to my parents, Bud and Lucille 
Pfleiderer, who even though they did not go to college, encouraged me to learn, instilled 
a work ethic of mammoth proportions, and gave me a life of possibilities.  I very much 
appreciated the support and encouragement from Darrell and Ardath Haggard.  I could 
not ask for greater parents-in-law.  Brycen and Cassie, thank you for being wonderful 
children who championed me in this venture and many times convinced me not to quit.  
You both inspire me every day in your compassion, faith, and unwavering confidence.  
  iii 
Your Dad and I are so proud of the people you have become.  Thank you for letting us 
share in both your lives. 
 Thank you cannot express enough the understanding, encouragement, and support I 
received from my fantastic husband, Brad.  He suffered with three in college 
simultaneously, without one complaint.  You are always kind, selfless, comforting, 
helpful, and love me unconditionally.  I will love you always, “forever only yours!”   
 For all these people in my life, I thank God.  I also offer Him thanks for all the 
blessings He has bestowed upon me.  I believe it was God’s plan for me to take this 
journey with such great people and at a time in my life when I needed support and focus.  
My most gracious and loving Father, I give you thanks and praise, always and for 
everything. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  iv 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................. ii 
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... ix 
LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................... x 
ABSTRACT ...................................................................................................................... xi 
CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY ............................................. 1 
BACKGROUND .................................................................................................................. 3 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK GUIDING STUDY .................................................................. 5 
Research Paradigm ..................................................................................................... 5 
Educational Change .................................................................................................... 6 
Legislators ................................................................................................................. 12 
Teacher Quality ........................................................................................................ 14 
Teacher Tenure ......................................................................................................... 15 
PROBLEM STATEMENT ................................................................................................... 18 
RESEARCH PURPOSE ...................................................................................................... 19 
RESEARCH QUESTION .................................................................................................... 19 
DESIGN AND METHODS .................................................................................................. 21 
LIMITATIONS, DELIMITATIONS, AND ASSUMPTIONS ....................................................... 22 
Limitations ................................................................................................................ 22 
Delimitations ............................................................................................................. 22 
Assumptions .............................................................................................................. 23 
DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS ........................................................................................... 24 
  v 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY ........................................................................................ 25 
SUMMARY ...................................................................................................................... 26 
CHAPTER TWO - REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE .................................. 28 
EDUCATIONAL CHANGE ................................................................................................. 28 
LEGISLATORS ................................................................................................................. 30 
National Legislators .................................................................................................. 30 
Missouri State Legislators ........................................................................................ 39 
TEACHER QUALITY ........................................................................................................ 43 
Teacher Quality Defined ........................................................................................... 44 
Links to Student Achievement ................................................................................... 46 
Measuring Teacher Quality ...................................................................................... 50 
TEACHER TENURE .......................................................................................................... 55 
National Teacher Tenure .......................................................................................... 56 
Missouri Teacher Tenure .......................................................................................... 60 
Teacher Tenure Debate ............................................................................................. 65 
SUMMARY ...................................................................................................................... 75 
CHAPTER THREE - METHODOLOGY .................................................................... 79 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY ................................................................................................. 80 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS .................................................................................................. 81 
DESIGN FOR THE STUDY ................................................................................................. 81 
Participants and Sampling Procedures .................................................................... 83 
Data Collection ......................................................................................................... 84 
Data Analysis ............................................................................................................ 87 
  vi 
Role of the Researcher (Positionality) ...................................................................... 88 
Trustworthiness ......................................................................................................... 89 
LIMITATIONS, DELIMITATIONS, AND ASSUMPTIONS ....................................................... 90 
Limitations ................................................................................................................ 91 
Delimitations ............................................................................................................. 91 
Assumptions .............................................................................................................. 91 
SUMMARY ...................................................................................................................... 92 
CHAPTER FOUR - RESULTS OF THE STUDY ....................................................... 94 
SETTING FOR THE CASE STUDY ...................................................................................... 96 
RELATIONSHIP OF RESEARCHER TO RESEARCH .............................................................. 97 
DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPANTS ..................................................................................... 98 
INTERVIEW SETTING .................................................................................................... 100 
DOCUMENT COLLECTION ............................................................................................. 101 
LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................................... 101 
DATA ANALYSIS .......................................................................................................... 102 
FINDINGS FROM THE DATA ........................................................................................... 103 
Theme 1: Findings by Research Questions #1 and #2: Legislators’ Knowledge ... 104 
Theme 2: Causes of the Tenure Issue in Missouri .................................................. 114 
Theme 3: Findings by Research Questions #3 and #4: Impact of Tenure and its 
Changes ................................................................................................................... 122 
SUMMARY .................................................................................................................... 126 
CHAPTER FIVE - DISCUSSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS .................................... 128 
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS ............................................................................................ 130 
  vii 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:  EDUCATIONAL CHANGE APPLIED TO FINDINGS ............. 131 
Tenure as an educational change ........................................................................... 132 
Model used to change tenure .................................................................................. 133 
CONCEPTUAL UNDERPINNING: LEGISLATORS APPLIED TO FINDINGS ........................... 135 
Knowledge of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act ..................................................... 136 
Knowledge of proposed changes ............................................................................ 138 
Knowledge of stakeholders perspectives ................................................................ 139 
CONCEPTUAL UNDERPINNING:  TEACHER QUALITY APPLIED TO FINDINGS ................. 140 
Defining and linking to student achievement .......................................................... 141 
Measuring ............................................................................................................... 142 
CONCEPTUAL UNDERPINNING: TEACHER TENURE APPLIED TO FINDINGS ................... 143 
Causes of the tenure issue in Missouri ................................................................... 144 
Positive and negative impacts of tenure and its changes ....................................... 146 
OVERALL SUMMARY .................................................................................................... 148 
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY ........................................................................................ 149 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE ...................................................................................... 150 
Educational change ................................................................................................ 150 
Legislators ............................................................................................................... 151 
Teacher Quality ...................................................................................................... 152 
Teacher Tenure ....................................................................................................... 152 
IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH ..................................................................... 152 
CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................ 154 
REFERENCES .............................................................................................................. 156 
  viii 
APPENDIX  ................................................................................................................... 175 
INFORMED CONSENT .................................................................................................... 175 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ................................................................................................ 177 
INITIAL RECRUITMENT EMAIL ..................................................................................... 178 
FOLLOW-UP PHONE CALL PROTOCOL .......................................................................... 179 
MISSOURI TEACHER TENURE ACT ............................................................................... 180 
FULL TEXT OF CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE IX, RELATING TO TEACHER 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEMS ....................................................................... 181 
VITA ............................................................................................................................... 182 
 
 
  
  ix 
LIST OF TABLES 
 
TABLE 
 
1.  Legislators’ characteristics……..…………………………………………………96 
2.  Findings by themes and subthemes………………...…….………………….…..100 
3.  Findings:  Proposed changes to teacher tenure…………..……………………...107 
4.  Interpretation of findings………………………………………...……………...124 
  
  x 
LIST OF FIGURES 
FIGURE 
1. Researcher’s concept map………………………………………..…................…20  
2. Map indicating the counties……………………………………………….…......94 
  
  xi 
A CASE STUDY OF NORTHWEST MISSOURI LEGISLATORS’ PERCEPTIONS 
OF THE MISSOURI TEACHER TENURE ACT 
Luanne R. Haggard 
Dr. Carole Edmonds, Dissertation Supervisor 
ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to gain insight as to northwest Missouri 
state legislators’ views about the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act and proposed changes to 
the act.  Previous research offered teacher and administrator perceptions of teacher tenure 
(Kersten, 2006; Clowes, 2003; White-Smith 2002).  However, these studies omitted an 
integral group involved, state legislators, and their perceptions of teacher tenure.  With 
recent government intervention into the educational forum, state legislators are 
considering how to ensure teacher quality and higher-level student achievement to meet 
federal mandates.  Teacher tenure is being reviewed as an impact on both.  Previous 
research offered leaders an awareness of teachers’ and administrators’ views without 
considering if state legislators held those same beliefs.  Knowledge of state legislators’ 
perceptions can lead to further discussions between state legislators and education 
advocates in hopes common ground can be achieved regarding teacher tenure parameters 
beneficial to all.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Two-thirds of the American work force is employed without job security 
(Lemley, 1987).  “‘Job security’ is usually understood as the legal right of employees not 
to be dismissed unless there is ‘just cause’” (Davidov, 2011, p. 1).  While job security in 
Europe is upheld by legislation, in the United States, Payne v Western in 1884 established 
“the default rule is ‘employment at will’…meaning that employers can dismiss an 
employee ‘at will’ without having to provide justifications” (Davidov, 2011, p. 1).  
Around the turn of the nineteenth century, the “at will” concept was used to promote 
capitalism in a growing industrialized America (Feinman, 1976).  At this time of massive, 
rapid growth in industry, the worker was a means to an end, production, and therefore 
had no control over their employment (Feinman, 1976).  Although in today’s society of 
rapidly advancing technology and service industries, the basic tenet remains the same:  if 
“an employee without a written contract and the term of employment is of indefinite 
duration, the employer can terminate the employee for good cause, bad cause, or no cause 
at all” (Muhl, 2001, p. 3).  The employee “has virtually no redress against a wrongful 
discharge by his employer” (Israel, 1982, p. 845).  The employee can be dismissed for 
any reason. 
When unions began forming during the Industrial Revolution, frequently the 
collective bargaining agreements featured provisions requiring just cause (Muhl, 2001).  
“The National Labor Relations Act, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act, the Equal Pay Act, and a number of other federal and 
state statutes now limit an employer’s unfettered discretion to fire workers” (Heinsz, 
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1983, p. 856).  These protections are based upon nondiscrimination, legal, or union rights 
advanced in legislation and applied to all workers.  However, there is the one-third of 
workers who are exceptions to the “at will” rule.  Exceptions have been implemented 
since the late 1950s when employment became more recognized as “being central to a 
person’s livelihood and well-being, coupled with the fear of being unable to protect a 
person’s livelihood from unjust termination” (Muhl, 2001, p. 3).  An exception is 
government employees who receive protection due to civil service rules and a few 
constitutional provisions (Lemley, 1987).  A contract with a stated period of employment 
is also an exception.  In these cases, the employer “can only terminate for cause within 
the contractual period” (Willey, 2009, p. 56).  Even further, some contracts can include 
permanent employment, which “does not set the duration of employment” (Willey, 2009, 
p. 56).  In the 1964 case Tuttle v Kernersville Lumber Company, the justices ruled 
permanent employment merely establishes an “indefinite general hiring,” but 
employment is still “terminable at will” (Willey, 2009, p. 57).  
It is at this juncture where teachers, part of the one-third protected from the at will 
doctrine, find themselves.  Their job security was called into question in the many states 
considering amending teacher tenure laws (Christie & Dounay Zinth, 2011).  Teaching is 
a contractual occupation and many states have tenure laws to ensure termination was not 
arbitrary (Christie & Dounay Zinth, 2011).   Teacher tenure is being debated as to 
whether it establishes legal procedures to ensure fairness or hinders the flexibility to 
dismiss lower quality teachers “necessary to ensure that only quality teachers are in the 
classrooms” (Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013, p. 4).  For the last three years, the teacher 
tenure debate has been a continual issue in the Missouri legislature. 
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As the July 15, 2013 edition of the Missouri Times indicated, the debate over 
“how to evaluate public school teachers and what to do about teacher tenure” is “far from 
over” (Reischman, 2013, July).  In the past four years, several separate bills have been 
introduced in the Missouri legislature calling for changes in teacher tenure.  Missouri 
state legislators are caught in the middle of a tug-of-war between educational reform 
advocates, such as StudentsFirst and the Children’s Education Council of Missouri, 
which continually push legislation to eliminate or change teacher tenure and teacher 
organizations, like the Missouri National Education Association (MNEA), Missouri State 
Teachers’ Association (MSTA), and the Missouri Association for School Administrators, 
which want to keep teachers protected from unwarranted dismissals (Reischman, 2013, 
July).  If state legislators are going to decide the parameters of teacher tenure, it is worthy 
to study exactly what state legislators perceive of the current Missouri Teacher Tenure 
Act, the proposed changes, and impacts of both.  
Background 
Education has only been a national government issue since the 1950s (Easley II, 
2005).  While the U.S. Department of Education was created in 1867, it was quickly 
reduced to the Office of Education for fear it “would exercise too much control over local 
schools” (Easley II, 2005, p. 491).  1950s Cold War technology and science advances 
prompted a greater public interest and governmental involvement in education, producing 
the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and creating Title I federal 
grants to states to help poor and minority students (Easley II, 2005).  After the U.S. 
Department of Education was reinstated in 1980, the greatest impact involving increased 
government involvement in education was the National Commission on Excellence in 
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Education 1983 report on the quality of education in America entitled A Nation at Risk 
(Easley II, 2005).  Since then, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act underwent 
three reauthorizations, each adding more and more governmental involvement to 
education.  The 2001 reauthorization of ESEA, more commonly known as the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), “has enacted the most intensive policy guidelines 
around standards and accountability” (Easley II, 2005, p. 492) and remains in effect 
today.   
The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) was created “to close the achievement gap 
with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind” (No Child Left 
Behind Act, 2001, sec. intro).  In order to receive federal funding, two significant 
components states needed to comply with were: 1) students meeting Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) on state assessments and 2) a comprehensive assessment of teacher 
quality (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).  The mandate of assessing teacher quality has 
re-ignited the intermittent fifty-year debate regarding teacher tenure.  Although 
definitions vary state to state, teacher tenure was commonly defined as a teacher 
guaranteed renewed contract and due process for dismissal based only upon specified 
reasons (Kersten, 2006).  The debate has brought into question how to decide teacher 
tenure in order for quality teachers to be kept in the classroom to improve student 
achievement, but at the same time, keep teachers free from “at-will” dismissal.  The other 
questions are based on indefinite contracts, the number of years of experience, and basing 
teacher evaluation on the amount of academic growth their students have achieved 
(Braun, 2005).  The heart of the problem is to ensure teacher dismissal is not arbitrary 
and students learn from quality teachers. 
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In 2011 and 2012, Missouri State Representative Scott Dieckhaus reignited the 
teacher tenure debate in Missouri when he introduced bills in the Missouri General 
Assembly suggesting changes in the 1970 Missouri Teacher Tenure Act.  The Act 
defined a tenured teacher as any full-time certified teacher employed for consecutive 
years in the same school district (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.104 2012).  A few clarifications 
regarding teacher tenure have been added, the last in 1994.  The major changes proposed 
by State Representative Dieckhaus and several other state legislators in 2013 and 2014 go 
beyond minor clarifications to a major change in teacher tenure (H.B. 628, 2011; H.B. 
1526, 2012; S. 806, 2012; H.B. 631, 2013).  As governmental involvement increases, 
state legislators are deciding issues surrounding teacher tenure and its connection to 
teacher quality; thus it is imperative to determine state legislators’ perceptions of teacher 
tenure to shed light upon their knowledge of teacher tenure’s perceived impacts.   
Conceptual Framework Guiding Study 
 The study used a conceptual framework defined as a lens the researcher used to 
create the research questions, collect and analyze data, and serve as an “explanation for 
behaviors and attitudes” (Creswell, 2009, p. 61).  The research was framed using the 
social constructivist paradigm with educational change as the conceptual framework.   
Research Paradigm 
 The researcher used the social constructivist model because constructivists 
assume reality is unique to the individual.  Although more than one individual can hold 
the same aspects of reality, each will have their own perception based upon their own 
experiences (Hatch, 200).  Therefore, insight gained into state legislators’ perceptions of 
teacher tenure relied heavily on the researcher gathering “the participants’ view of the 
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situation being studied” (Creswell, 2009, p. 8).  As a social constructivist, the researcher 
developed open-ended questions to gain the viewpoints without constraints or bias and 
looked for complexity of “varied and multiple” (Creswell, 2009, p. 8) viewpoints.  It was 
also the focus of a social constructivist researcher to work together with the participants 
to “construct the subjective reality that is under investigation” (Hatch, 2002, p. 15).  The 
research design included the opportunity for the participants to read transcripts of their 
interview and the researcher’s final interpretations.  The likely methodology used by a 
social constructivist researcher is a qualitative research method presented through a case 
study as with this study.  To fully gain insight into the teacher tenure issue, it was 
imperative to ask individual legislators how they view teacher tenure because each 
legislator could see the issue differently.  
Educational Change 
Educational change was used as the conceptual framework, as any change in 
teacher tenure changes the educational system.  In defining educational change, Leonard 
Waks (2007), a professor in Educational Leadership at Temple University, differentiates 
change as the “entity undergoing change, the feature changing, as well as the scope, rate, 
and magnitude of change,” (p. 279) as well as causes and consequences of change.  In the 
literature on educational change, Waks (2007) writes Larry Cuban in 1992 and Michael 
Fullan in 2001 both speak to change on an organizational level involves either 
“correcting deficiencies in organizational policies and procedures…or alters the way that 
an organization is put together” (pp. 282-283).  Change introduces “new goals, structures, 
and roles, and transforms familiar ways of performing duties into novel solutions” (Waks, 
2007, p. 283).  However, Waks (2007) claims fundamental educational change, while 
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including correcting deficiencies and altering existing organizations, “is primarily about 
change in educational ideas, norms, organizational arrangements, and frameworks” (p. 
294) which are the elements in what establishes education as a social institution. 
 Institutional theory suggests when the expectations of the institution’s 
environment are not aligned with what the institution is doing and producing, when a gap 
exists, “something takes place in the environment or the organization to reestablish the 
fit” (Hanson, 2001, p. 659).  The environment of education includes many facets, 
accreditation agencies, teacher training programs, state boards of education, and state 
legislatures, to name a few.  “The field surrounding an educational system, with all its 
ties that bind, has new players with their own rules and expectations regularly arriving on 
the scene” (Hanson, 2001, p. 647).  Because of the shifting environment, change will take 
place, but the degree of change depends on “how great the gap in the fit has become 
between the organization and its environment” (Hanson, 2001, p. 659).  The greater the 
gap between expectations and practices the greater the degree of change (Hanson, 2001). 
 Change can start as internal, external, or personal.  Internally, change can come 
from the organization, teachers, school administrators, or any internal change agents 
working “within school settings to initiate and promote change within an external 
framework of support and sponsorship” (Goodson, 2001, p. 45).  External agents working 
in a top-down manner outside the organization, state/national legislation or cultural 
shifts/advancements, can also mandate change (Goodson, 2001).  An important agent of 
change occurs on a more personal level with a change “to the personal beliefs and 
missions that individuals bring to the change process.  As Sheehy in 1981 has argued, the 
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embrace of change only happens with an inner change in people’s beliefs and plans” 
(Goodson, 2001, p. 45). 
Internally Led Change Model. According to Goodson (2001), internal change 
followed a pattern of being created from a response to a group, public opinion, new 
disciplines, or student demands to change and taken up by educator groups promoting the 
new idea “as intellectual content, but also from…people’s perceptions of the possibilities 
of basic improvements in their occupational role and status” (Goodson, 2001, p. 47).  In 
many cases, the next stage of change had to include legislation for funding, legitimacy, 
and support for change to be widespread and permanent (Goodson, 2001).  In this 
historical context, educational change “was left a good deal in the hands of professional 
groups and where teachers and educationalists played central roles in initiating and 
promoting educational change” (Goodson, 2001, p. 48).  In certain time periods, such as 
post World War Two, internal agents have driven educational change aided by external 
forces (Goodson, 2001).  The Cold War advances in science and technology and 
competition against the Communist system, provided an atmosphere to promote public 
education systems “as vehicles of common purpose and social good…and educators were 
seen as having large amounts of professional autonomy.  Much educational change was 
left to internal educational experts to initiate and define” (Goodson, 2001, p. 46).  
However, since the emergence of A Nation at Risk in 1983, educational change has been 
generated more and more through external forces, such as the government (Goodson, 
2001).   
Externally Led Change Model.  Goodson (2001) indicated recent educational 
change was being discussed, promoted, and legalized in arenas outside the educational 
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system.  Hanson (2001) has narrowed change deriving mainly through three external 
environment forces: “environmental shifts, environmental regression, and environmental 
shocks” (p. 654).  Environmental shifts occur when an external force, such as state 
legislators, “modifies some aspect of an expectation or requirement placed on the school” 
(Hanson, 2001, p. 654).  Environmental regression happens when the “fit” between 
external expectations and current practices are so far apart from the accepted norms, 
changes are “needed to bring it in line with the accepted standards” (Hanson, 2001, p. 
654).  Environmental shock is “a condition in which changes in an educational system’s 
external environment get seriously ahead of any incremental adaptations the schools can 
make” (Hanson, 2001, p. 654).  Profound educational change have been created by the 
environmental shocks created with technology, such as the computer and the Internet, 
with public awareness, such as A Nation at Risk in 1983, or with law (Hanson, 2001), 
such as the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001.   
External change follows a similar pattern to internal change in its reasons for 
creation, but with a difference in legislation providing the legal incentive “for schools to 
follow externally mandated changes” (Goodson, 2001, p. 52) in order to receive funding.  
Currently, educational change is largely pushed by “external constituencies and have 
followed the seismic shifts of the last decade in promoting marketization and 
globalization” (Goodson, 2001, p. 52).  Whether change begins with internal or external 
agents, obstacles in the way of change are as numerous as the causes of change.   
One obstacle in the way of change is the difficulty for external organizations to 
fully understand the internal workings of an organization and to compensate for the 
uncertainty they impose on “their own definitions… standards of excellence, and so 
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forth” (Hanson, 2001, p. 650).  Reliance on what has worked in the past becomes a 
stabilizing force spreading through an organization’s “culture, socialization, 
professionalization, personnel hiring practices, and imitation…becoming a force for 
stability rather than change” (Hanson, 2001, p. 648).  Hanson (2001) also reiterated 
Kondra and Hinnings 1998 findings keeping the status quo provides a strong incentive to 
not question.  Teachers and administrators are frequently criticized for maintaining the 
status quo by not changing what is seen by those outside of education as failing school 
practices (Hanson, 2001, p. 651) 
Time has shown internal groups can also vigorously pursue educational change.  
Timing can be a hindrance or a protagonist depending upon conditions of the internal and 
external environments (Waks, 2007).  Previously rejected innovative ideas and practices 
may be accepted, given when the change is introduced (Waks, 2007).  In both the internal 
and external change process, implementation is left to the education system itself.  
Goodson states, according to Hargreaves and Fullan (1998), Fullan (1991), and 
Hargreaves and Fink (2000), that when change was internally started by “many educators 
and external relations were developed later…sustaining and generalizing such change 
often proved patchy and partial” (Goodson, 2001, p. 49).  External forces do not always 
consider how change affects the context of school and teachers personally.  The triumph 
of an externally mandated change may be short-lived and unsustainable or it emerges as 
“a new purpose and function for teaching and schooling far removed from mandated 
intentions” (Goodson, 2001, pp. 52-53).  Mandated changes from outside forces become 
only a symbolic action voicing a change and do not ensure internal implementation or 
sustained improvement either (Goodson, 2001).   
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  New Change Model.  Educational change is ‘‘so difficult…and getting it to take 
place for more than brief periods can be so hard’’ (Hargreaves, 2005, p. 1).  Educational 
change can be a readjustment of the old system, but primarily is new ideas, norms, 
structure, or framework in the institution (Waks, 2007).  Internal and external factors 
must work together and change must come at the right time (Goodson, 2001; Waks, 
2007).  In order for any educational change to be effective, sustainable, and generalized, 
these segments need to be integrated and harmonized because each rely on the other and 
are part of each other’s environment (Goodson, 2001).  In addition, the new change 
model must include the personal perspectives of change.  Change “most often begins with 
a transformation of people’s personal perceptions and projects and flows outwards into 
the social and institutional domain” (Goodson, 2001, p. 56-57).  Teachers are so 
instrumental in change that any projects, which ignore their personal perception are 
destined to miss their target (Goodson, 2001).  
 In the new change model, external forces must acknowledge the change will be 
“centrally located in the hands of internal school agents and closely link to their personal 
projects and concerns” (Goodson, 2001, p. 58).  In order for change to be carried out, a 
re-negotiation of internal policies, politics, and institutionalized practices must occur, 
which includes confronting existing notions and establishing an awareness of needed 
reform (Goodson, 2001).  Part of the balance is to include the community “in the 
definition and negotiation of reform initiatives” (Goodson, 2001, p. 58).  Finally, an 
accepted generalization across internal, external, and personal sectors will provide the 
environment for sustainable change (Goodson, 2001).  Only with a balance between 
personal, internal, and external change will the issues of sustaining change and making it 
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applicable to all be completely dealt with and change really advance (Goodson, 2001). 
“Unless this new balance is achieved, change forces will be neither humanized nor 
galvanized” (Goodson, 2001, p. 59).  Change and reform must be a two way street 
between internal and external forces.  The most successful educational change sees 
teachers’ personal commitment “as both an inspiration for reform…and a necessary 
object of reform (the need to provide support for teachers to the point where they wish to 
take ‘ownership’ of the reform)” (Goodson, 2001. p. 60).  Internal and external 
environments working together and keeping teachers’ needs and concerns in the forefront 
should be the start of any educational change (Goodson, 2001). 
Legislators 
The federal government’s role in education has been evolving since the American 
government was created (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003) and the Missouri state 
government’s role since the state was created (Townsend, 1976).  While, “virtually 
everyone in America agrees that a good education is an essential foundation for success 
in terms of the material, social, and civic aspects of American life” (Hirschland & 
Steinmo, 2003, p. 344), the struggle lies in the appropriateness of government’s role in 
education.  One side of the argument believes “the control and administration of 
education are state and local functions” (Gibbs, 1948, p. 36).  The other side embraces 
the idea the federal government should have “a marked influence on elementary and 
secondary education nationally” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2117).  It is also undeniable how 
many times the intervention of the national and state governments “have been required to 
make right great inefficiencies and inequities” (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003, p. 345) with 
educational provisions and reforms  
  
13 
The latest congressional intervention, the 2001 reauthorization of ESEA, NCLB, 
tied federal funding to schools who complied with testing and accountability mandates, 
such as proving student achievement is increasing, particularly for minority and 
disadvantage students, and teachers are highly qualified (No Child Left Behind Act, 
2001).  Add to those mandates, the Race to the Top (RTT) grants and ESEA/NCLB 
Flexibility Waivers criteria of using student achievement data for evaluating teachers and 
administrators, for compensation, and tenure (Viteritti, 2012).  The waivers allowed 
states to meet federal guidelines of NCLB using similar criteria set in RTT which 
included the states’ ability to create their own AYP baseline and accountability systems 
(Viteritti, 2012).  Hence, Missouri applied for and was granted a waiver in 2012 
(Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014b). 
The waiver granted to Missouri is the states’ current involvement in education.  
The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has created and submitted to 
the Missouri legislators an evaluation system to determine districts and schools who were 
high performing (Missouri Office of the Communications, 2005).  Succeeding laws were 
set up establishing teaching standards measured in part by student achievement to be used 
in teacher evaluations (Education Provision Modifications Act, 2009).  Missouri’s current 
Commissioner of Education, Chris Nicastro, set a goal of improving education for all 
Missouri’s students with efforts toward a new educator evaluation system (Missouri 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014a).  Controversy surrounds the 
issue of whether Commissioner Nicastro’s goal in evaluating educators involved tying a 
teacher’s performance in raising student achievement to tenure (Singer, 2013).  Missouri, 
according to the waiver, will implement RTT’s criteria of using student achievement data 
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to evaluate high quality teachers, and these evaluations used for the basis of granting 
teacher tenure (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014b).   
Teacher Quality 
 Although teacher quality is a multi-faceted definition and NCLB specified a 
teacher must have a degree, a state certificate, and display content and skill knowledge, 
the emphasis lies more with teachers demonstrating their ability to raise student academic 
achievement on state assessments (No Child Left Behind, 2001).  Many studies have 
linked quality teachers’ influence to increasing student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 
2000; Yeh, 2008; Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010; Goldhaber & Hansen, 2011; 
Goldhaber and Theobald, 2011).  Some studies found teachers are a greater influence on 
student achievement than other factors, such as class size, textbooks, and student’s 
background and language (Darling-Hammond, 2000, Hanushek, 2010).  Critics are 
concerned if factors such as a student’s socio-economic status, attending a small school 
with lower teacher-pupil ratios, and the students’ own responsibility for engagement and 
achievement in their learning can be removed and teacher input can be separated in the 
data analysis (Kennedy, 2010).  Critics also claim studies do not consider the subjectivity 
of quality teaching (Kennedy, 2010) and fast pacing curriculums (Easley II, 2005).  
 Teacher quality indicators, such as education, experience, subject matter, teaching 
knowledge, certification, and teaching behavior in the classroom have been the subject of 
several studies with mixed results as to which most contribute to quality (Darling-
Hammond, 2000).  Measuring teacher quality has fallen into using objective information, 
such as credentials, certification, and experience (Jennings & Corcoran, 2012), and lately, 
the amount of increase in student achievement on standardized assessments (Braun, 
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2005).  To calculate quality, value added models (VAMs) were created with conflicting 
results.  VAMs use statistical data from test scores and student variables to determine 
student academic growth and connect it to teacher effectiveness if growth was obtained 
(Rivers & Sanders, 2002).   
Proponents of VAMs see them as an objective way to isolate teacher effects on 
student achievement from all other factors (Konstantopoulos, 2012; Viteritti, 2012; 
Rivers & Sanders, 2002) and provide meaningful improvement to teacher quality (Rivers 
& Sanders, 2002; Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2011; Goldhaber & Theobald, 
2011).  The validity of being able to separate teacher input from other factors to learning 
(Braun, 2005; Yeh, 2008; Kupermintz, 2003; Kelly, 2012) and the math involved with 
VAMs have been called into question (Seltzer, Choi, & Thum, 2003; Viteritti, 2012).  
Because of such concerns, Braun (2005) points out VAMs should not be the only 
measure in teacher evaluations for promotion, retention, or tenure.   Goldhaber and 
Hansen (2011), however, promote using VAMs as “a reasonable metric to use as a factor 
in making substantive personnel decisions,” such as tenure (p. 254).  Since recent federal 
mandates center on basing quality, and possibly promotion, tenure, and retention, on 
raising student achievement on standardized tests, and there is a concern if tenured 
teachers are and will remain quality teachers, states and districts are seeking to 
incorporate student achievement into teacher evaluations and possibly tenure (Jennings & 
Corcoran, 2012).  
Teacher Tenure 
 Beginning in 1909, teachers sought job protection through teacher tenure state 
laws (Kersten, 2006).  Currently, every state has a teacher tenure law, although several 
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states use other descriptors (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).   Missouri’s Teacher Tenure Act has 
been active since its passage in 1970.  It is the intent of teacher tenure to provide 
“procedural due process, which means that a notice and a hearing are needed to ensure 
fundamental fairness and that a termination must be based on generally accepted reasons, 
such as incompetency, insubordination, and immorality” (Zirkle, 2010, p. 76).  Many 
people associate tenure as guaranteed employment for life, but tenured teachers can be 
dismissed for reasons stated above and reduction in workforce (Baratz-Snowden, 2009). 
Tenured teachers, however, can retain their jobs ahead of less experienced or 
probationary certified, and perhaps higher quality teachers (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).  
Teacher tenure and teacher quality gained national attention when Michelle Rhee, 
chancellor of Washington D. C. schools in 2008, as a reform effort, offered teachers a 
possible six-figure salary if they relinquished seniority and tenure (Ravitch, 2010).  As a 
result of her direct attack on tenure (Ravitch, 2010), she received national attention from 
the media and tenure became a debatable reform issue.   
Supporters of teacher tenure argue its importance as a legal protection from 
partiality, politics, and maintenance of their freedom of expression and speech outside the 
classroom (Coleman, Schroth, Molinaro, & Green, 2005).   Tenure also provides job 
security for teachers trying new teaching strategies and improving their craft (Coleman et 
al., 2005).  Opponents of teacher tenure claim teacher tenure laws are not needed because 
civil rights legislation passed in the last 50 years provides protection and in general, 
tenure laws do not guarantee “high quality teaching is the basis for granting tenure” 
(Baratz-Snowden, 2009, p. 7).  Job protection is not the only element in the tenure debate. 
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The debate continues regarding the basis of tenure on how many years of 
experience and evaluating a teacher’s performance in increasing student learning, 
including, but not necessarily limited to, student scores on standardized assessments.  
Proponents of years of experience contend it provides certainty, equity, and an unbiased 
criterion (Johnson, 1982).  However, Hershberg and Robertson-Kraft (2010) state 
research by Walsh and Tracy, 2004; Goe and Stickler, 2008; and Hanushek, Kain, 
O’Brien, and Rivkin, 2005 has demonstrated basing teacher tenure on academic 
credentials and years of experience has “limited impact on student learning” (Hershberg 
& Robertson-Kraft, 2010, p. 128).  Advocates of performance-based tenure contend since 
observable teacher quality indicators weakly relate to teacher productivity, more direct 
measures of teacher performance, like VAMs, better predict teacher effectiveness and are 
stable enough to use in determining employment eligibility, compensation, and tenure 
(Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010).   Conversely, basing tenure on VAMs, “measured by 
estimated teacher impacts on student test score achievement” (Goldhaber & Hansen, 
2010, p. 250), does not always present an accurate account that gains were made by the 
teacher as opposed to other factors (Ravitch, 2010) or test measurement error was taken 
into consideration (Koedel, Leatherman, & Parsons, 2012).  Because of such, teacher 
tenure laws have become the focus of educational reform.   
State legislators have created and modified these laws more in the last four years, 
due to a federal grant program entitled Race to the Top (RTT), requiring states and school 
districts “to include student growth as one of the multiple measures in an enhanced 
teacher evaluation system and propose plans to use this information in decisions related 
to compensation, career advancement, and tenure” (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010, 
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p. 128).  The crux of the matter regarding tenure is legislators must weigh the issue with 
regards to what is best for students and teachers. 
Problem Statement 
Teacher perceptions of teacher tenure have been widely documented.  A survey, 
Stand By Me, indicated 58 percent of United States public school teachers “believe tenure 
protects teachers from district politics, favoritism, and the threat of losing their jobs to 
newcomers who would earn less” (Clowes, 2003, p. 1).  Within the same survey, 58 
percent of teachers admitted they also believe teacher tenure does not automatically mean 
teachers have “proved themselves to be very good at what they do” (Clowes, 2003, p. 1).  
White-Smith (2002) concluded over 85 percent of Missouri teachers and principals 
believe teacher tenure assures due process in the termination process, however, Missouri 
principals thought tenure lowered the quality of teachers, whereas, teachers thought 
tenure improved the quality of teachers (White-Smith, 2002).   
Missouri state legislators currently will determine the parameters of teacher 
tenure.  They may cast their votes to maintain or change teacher tenure without a working 
knowledge of it or its impact on teacher quality and subsequently student achievement.  
While teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions over Missouri teacher tenure have been 
researched, no research about legislators’ perceptions has been found.  State legislators 
may or may not hold the same perceptions of teacher tenure as administrators and 
teachers.  Since teacher tenure changes were brought before Missouri state legislators 
each year the last four years and undoubtedly will again, this study concentrated on 
interviewing state legislators from northwest Missouri serving in the General Assembly 
in order to capture their perceptions. 
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Research Purpose 
The researcher’s purpose was to explore Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of 
the current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act, the proposed changes, and the impact of both.  
As policy makers, state legislators have not been the focus of teacher tenure studies, and 
their perceptions cannot be known by their vote.  Knowledge of their perceptions can 
lead to further discussions between state legislators and education advocates in hopes 
common ground beneficial to all can be achieved.  The researcher interviewed and 
observed current state legislators from northwest Missouri.  State documents were also 
analyzed to better understand current Missouri teacher tenure policy and its proposed 
changes.  This study added and strengthened the body of literature on teacher tenure by 
including a group not yet studied, the decision-making group.  It provided state 
legislators, teachers, and educational lobbyists insight into state legislators’ perceptions 
and knowledge regarding teacher tenure. 
Research Question 
The guiding research question behind the study was: “What are northwest 
Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act?”  Other 
questions emerged from the original, mainly around state legislators’ knowledge of 
current teacher tenure specifications, the proposed changes and how each would impact 
teacher quality and in turn, student achievement.  After a review of the literature, 
additional questions arose regarding state legislators’ perceptions of the effects of teacher 
tenure, teacher quality, and student achievement. 
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Figure 1. Researcher’s concepts map of the case study regarding state legislators’ 
perceptions of teacher tenure. 
 
Northwest Missouri 
legislators are all male and all 
but one is a Republican.  
!
No Child Left Behind brought 
more national and state 
government involvement in 
education.  The issue currently 
in Missouri is introduced 
legislation for the past three 
years suggesting changes in 
teacher tenure. The major 
change would be to base 
tenure on multiple evaluations 
on specified teaching 
standards and performance 
measures instead of seniority.  
A teacher who received two 
successive annual 
“ineffective” evaluations 
would be dismissed.   
   
The issue of concern is 
legislators’ perceptions 
of the benefits and 
drawbacks of seniority 
and performance based 
tenure when deciding 
the parameters of 
tenure.  The heart of 
the concern is to ensure 
teacher dismissal is not 
arbitrary but also 
quality teachers are 
being kept in the 
classroom to raise 
student achievement.  
The overall focus is on 
educational change. Goodson 
(2001) addressed educational 
change as being discussed and 
designed outside of the 
educational system.  Successful 
change must be a combined effort 
of government and education. 
This study also utilized 
conceptually, legislators’ decision 
based on understanding the tenure 
law. Finally, concepts of tenure 
and its impact on teacher 
effectiveness and student 
achievement are weighed. 
 Missouri legislators are 
exploring changes to teacher 
tenure, but their perceptions of 
tenure, the proposed changes, and 
its impact on education are not 
necessarily known by their vote. !
 The purpose of this survey 
study is to explore Missouri 
legislators’ perceptions of 
Missouri Teacher Tenure’s 
continuation, changes and 
impact. The study is 
important because legislators 
have not been the focus of 
previous studies. This study 
will add to the body of 
literature and provide insight 
into possible collaboration 
between government and 
education. 
Northwest legislators 
currently serving in the 
Missouri Congress. 
What are the perceptions of 
Missouri legislators toward 
the Missouri Teacher 
Tenure? 
Data gathered will include 
formal interviews, 
observations, and 
document analysis.  
All data collected was analyzed 
typologically into preset 
categories and then open coding 
was used to fill any unaccounted 
gaps. Through inductive analysis 
data generated specific themes 
and conclusions are drawn and 
triangulated. 
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Design and Methods 
The study arose from the researcher’s curiosity about Missouri state legislators’ 
perceptions regarding teacher tenure after the defeat of several reform bills.  A qualitative 
study was chosen to understand the “meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or 
human problem” (Creswell, 2009, p. 4).  It was the intent of the researcher to understand 
the meaning legislators’ attached to teacher tenure.  The problem or issue within a 
qualitative study is defined as “a conceptualized contemporary phenomenon within 
specified boundaries” (Hatch, 2002, p. 30).  This study was bound to Missouri teacher 
tenure and Missouri legislators’ perceptions of it.  Also binding the case study was the 
selection of northwest Missouri state legislators and the time frame of interviewing 
official out of the state legislature sessions to ensure interviews would be granted.  It was 
necessary to use a qualitative approach to guide the gathering of information in order to 
understand participants’ viewpoint.  The research design was a descriptive case study to 
examine a small group for a particular time and collect detailed and varied data 
(Creswell, 2009).  A case study method was chosen to gather a more in-depth picture of 
the state legislators’ knowledge of the current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act, the proposed 
changes and their thoughts on the impacts.   
The instruments used were formal, personal interviews, observations, and 
document/artifact analysis.  The participants were contacted by the researcher and asked 
to be the focus of the study and were selected for their position in the Missouri legislature 
and geographical location of the boundary of northwest Missouri.  In addition, several 
northwest Missouri legislators serve on education committees, giving more insight into 
the legislation.  Data collection began through interviews with open-ended questions 
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created by the researcher based upon literature (Kersten, 2006).  Interview protocol “for 
asking questions and recording answers” was followed (Creswell, 2009, p. 183).  
Participants were observed during the legislative discussions.  An observation note-taking 
protocol in a descriptive manner was followed.  Documents related to teacher tenure, 
such as Missouri statutes, proposed bills, and newspapers were triangulated with 
interview and observation notes allowing themes to appear (Hatch, 2002).  The researcher 
analyzed the data using open and axial coding, highlighting emergent themes to 
determine what perceptions were prevalent in an inductive approach (Creswell, 2009).  
Limitations, Delimitations, and Assumptions 
The study’s limitations and delimitations served as the basis for future research.  
Limitations are aspects out of the researcher’s control, whereas delimitations are choices 
made by the researcher (Matthews & Kostelis, 2011).  Limitations, delimitations and 
assumptions of qualitative research and the researcher were explained in this section. 
Limitations 
One limitation was the gender and political affiliation of the 12 northwest 
Missouri state legislators.  Another limitation was internal and external factors, such as 
politics or re-election status, may have influenced state legislators’ perceptions.   
Delimitations 
Delimitations included using only northwest Missouri state legislators, 
interviewing them for only thirty minutes, and omitting data about the state legislators’ 
personal life or how experiences affected their perceptions.  The study was designed only 
to capture their perceptions in order to construct a worthy case study and not create a 
study “too lengthy, too detailed, or too involved for busy policy makers and educators to 
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read and use” (Merriam, 1988, p. 42).  Another delimitation was the researcher’s bias 
against years of experience based teacher tenure in data interpretations.   
Assumptions 
The largest researcher assumption was state legislators’ willingness to grant 
interviews due to being an elected public official and concern their answers would appear 
in the media.  The researcher addressed the assumption by contacting a very prominent 
past state legislator who was certain state legislators would interview if assured of 
anonymity.  Anonymity requirements of the University of Missouri’s Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) was explained to participants and was guaranteed in the Informed 
Consent (Appendix A) given to participants in the email, in the phone call, and 
reaffirmed at the start of interviews (Creswell, 2009).  Participants were given 
pseudonyms throughout the study to protect their identity, and all data was viewed only 
by the researcher and discarded after a reasonable set time (Creswell, 2009).  The same 
means for securing interviews also addressed the assumption participants would respond 
honestly.  Participants were interviewed out of session and in a neutral, casual location to 
provide a risk-free setting, so they would feel at ease in offering their perspectives 
(Hatch, 2002).  Participants viewed their interview transcript to correct any errors and 
have input into the interpretation of their statements (Creswell, 2009). 
It was assumed state legislators were informed enough about the current Missouri 
Teacher Tenure Act and its proposed changes to answer questions.  Bills were read aloud 
to state legislators as they were introduced and they received summaries of bills being 
proposed (Hardy, Dohm, & Leuthold, 1995).  Several articles were written in newspapers 
regarding the change in teacher tenure (Rosenbaum, 2012; Young, 2011, 2012; Blank, 
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2013).  In addition, education lobbyists on both sides had contact with state legislators 
(Young, 2012).  State legislators should have enough information to form an opinion.  
Even though all participants are from northwest Missouri, some have an education 
background and others do not, so a difference in opinion is assumed. 
The researcher’s experience as a teacher and witnessing first-hand the quality of 
some tenured teachers and their retained employment created a personal bias about 
tenure.  It was also an assumption state legislators may not have a clear understanding of 
teacher tenure or its impacts.  It was assumed the information gleaned from state 
legislators would lead to a better understanding about teacher tenure.  Continued research 
in state legislators’ perceptions will be encouraged to lead to further policy research and 
more open discussions on teacher tenure.  Insights learned from the study in Missouri 
were assumed to be applicable in other states. 
Definition of Key Terms  
To better grasp an understanding of the research and findings, the following 
section included necessary definitions of key terms defined in direct relation to this study. 
• Axial coding – Axial coding uses open coding to categorize data into themes 
(Creswell, 2009). 
• Arbitrary dismissal – Arbitrary dismissal referred to a permanent teacher fired 
for reasons other than “immorality, felony conviction of a crime…inefficiency or 
incompetency in line of duty,” or an incapacitation from properly performing 
duties (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.281, 2012). 
• Due process – Due process simply refers to fair procedures.  The Missouri 
Teacher Tenure Act defined due process as the procedures school boards follow 
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to dismiss a teacher employed five years or more in the same district (Mo. Rev. 
Stat. §XI.168.101, 2012). 
• Open coding – The open coding used in data analysis meant the funneling down 
and categorizing of main ideas found in the data (Creswell, 2009). 
• Performance – Performance was defined as the evaluation of teachers based on 
the amount of academic growth their students have achieved (Braun, 2005).   
• Student Achievement – Student achievement referred to students’ scores on 
state, national, and/or international standardized tests (Goldhaber & Hansen, 
2010). 
• Teacher quality – Goldhaber and Hansen (2010) defined teacher quality as 
estimated teacher impact on scores students received on state, national, and/or 
international standardized tests.  
• Teacher Tenure – The Missouri Teacher Tenure Act defined teacher tenure as 
"any teacher who has been employed…in the same school district for five 
successive years and…continues to be employed as a full-time teacher by the 
school district” (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.101, 2012).  
Significance of the Study 
Concerns over teacher quality and student achievement sparked national and state 
interest and led to the debate regarding teacher tenure.  The authority for deciding teacher 
tenure resides with the state legislature and is codified in state law.  Whether tenure 
protects teachers from unfair firing practices or protects low performing teachers, state 
legislators’ decide to keep or change the law.  Considering the teacher tenure issue has 
been raised the last four years in the Missouri legislature, it is relevant to look at teacher 
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tenure from the state legislators’ point of view to determine themes of perception.  There 
is a lack of information about state legislators’ perceptions of teacher tenure.  It is 
important to ascertain this information in order to help with policy analysis.  This study 
added to the body of literature, since state legislators have not been the focus of any 
studies.  More importantly, the study provided insight into a critical group’s perception 
creating a more in-depth look at Missouri teacher tenure and its perceived impacts. 
Summary 
 With national and state governments’ involvement in education increasing each 
passing year, it is imperative to look at emerging educational changes.  To gain a clear 
and comprehensive understanding of the issue, it is vital to gain knowledge of the 
thoughts of those who are deciding the future of tenure, namely state legislators.  Teacher 
perceptions, which teacher tenure most directly impacts, have been thoroughly 
researched.  Administrators’ perceptions have also been explored, because they 
implement teacher tenure guidelines.  No research was found on the perceptions of the 
decision-making body, the state legislators.  Assumptions of the research were identified 
and addressed along with definitions of key terms important to the understanding of the 
study.   
Chapter two discussed the literature surrounding educational change, both on the 
national and Missouri level, teacher quality and teacher tenure.  Chapter three described 
the research design and method followed as a qualitative, case study approach with a 
social constructivist view.  Chapter four provided the data gathered from participants’ 
interviews of their perceptions regarding teacher tenure.  Data was coded and analyzed 
within the conceptual framework of educational change.  In conclusion, Chapter five 
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offers the researcher’s findings and conclusions of the study.  It is intended the study 
satisfied a serious gap in the knowledge of the issue of teacher tenure and created a 
baseline for further research of state legislators’ perceptions.  Finally, the researcher 
hoped the findings would assist state legislators and educators in efforts to find common 
ground in the teacher tenure issue. 
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CHAPTER TWO  
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
In the wake of the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), more and more 
accountability for student achievement has returned focus on changing teacher tenure.  
Teacher tenure has been debated in Missouri for the last three years in several proposed 
state house bills and senate bills.  The majority of Missouri state legislators have voted 
against these bills.  The researcher gathered and analyzed literature presented in this 
chapter.  The conceptual framework of educational change backed this study and the 
concepts of legislators’ mandating educational change, teacher quality pushed in recent 
educational change, and teacher tenure as one focus of change assisted in understanding 
Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of teacher tenure.  Since Missouri state legislators 
decided the parameters of original teacher tenure and voted for or against bills, the study 
focused on their views of the current tenure, the changes to tenure, and the impact of 
both. 
Educational Change 
 Educational change can occur in any particular feature of an organization, the 
organization or institution itself and can range from correcting a deficiency, altering the 
structure, or introducing something entirely new (Waks, 2007).  A change takes place 
usually when the expectations of the institution’s environment do not align with its 
current practices (Hanson, 2001).  In the case of teacher tenure, the change occurs in the 
institution of education shifting the paradigm on what constitutes a quality teacher, the 
organization with how teachers are evaluated, and the particulars of tenure.  These 
suggested educational changes are coming from external factors. 
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Educational change may originate from internal agents within the school setting, 
such as teachers, school administrators or external forces, such as national and state 
government (Goodson, 2001).  In either case, change is only embraced when it occurs 
with a personal change in one’s beliefs and plans (Goodson, 2001).  Internal agents 
initiating change need legislation to provide funding, legitimacy, and support, whereas 
external change agents use legislation funding, legitimacy, and support to initiate change 
(Goodson, 2001).  Since 1965 and the Elementary and Secondary Act, external agents 
have been instituting educational change (Waks, 2007).  Changes introduced have been 
the result of environmental shifts like legislators modifying school requirements, 
environmental regression when external expectations and current practices do not match, 
and environmental shocks, such as outside changes moving faster than schools can cope 
(Hanson, 2001).  The recent focus on teacher tenure derived from external forces, 
national and state legislators and reform groups in an environmental shift calling for 
modifying school requirements, an environmental regression raising expectations of 
higher student achievement scores, and environmental shock of instituting NCLB. 
In order for educational change to occur, internal and external factors must work 
together, it must come at the right time (Goodson, 2001; Waks, 2007), and it must 
include the personal perspectives of change to be effective and sustainable (Goodson, 
2001).  Those initiating educational change must consider how the change affects the 
context of school and teachers personally to ensure any change is not far removed from 
its intentions (Goodson, 2001).  Equity in the protection of quality teachers and student 
welfare must be considered in deciding teacher tenure; its impact must be beneficial and 
not harmful to all involved.  A more in-depth look at changes to the Missouri Teacher 
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Tenure Act and its perceived impacts on Missouri school districts, school buildings, and 
teachers as well as student achievement from a legislators’ point of view will hopefully 
serve as a stepping-stone to external and internal forces working together. 
Legislators 
Thomas Jefferson regarded education as not only the government’s concern but 
also, “the keystone of the arch of our government” (Townsend, 1976, p. 11).  
Government involvement in education has crept into dictating teacher quality and making 
decisions regarding teacher tenure.  According to Dunleavy (1991), even in bureaucracies 
like government, people can make decisions rationally.  However, people usually have 
incomplete information about an issue, such as its consequences, and are “able to explore 
only a limited number of alternatives relating to any given decision, and are unable to 
attach accurate values to outcomes” (Morgan, 2006, p. 76).  Therefore, usually what is 
made are "good enough" decisions based on what information is available.   
National Legislators 
The nation’s legislators’ involvement in education in the beginning was usually 
for “relatively short periods and in times of crisis” (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003, p. 345).  
Even before the U.S. Constitution, the national legislature at the time the Continental 
Congress, passed the most prominent legislation with the Northwest Ordinance 
(Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).  The Ordinance mandated each township created from the 
land in the Northwest Territory must reserve a lot for public schools (Hirschland & 
Steinmo, 2003).  Although education is not specifically mentioned in the U.S. 
Constitution, its importance and the federal government’s support of it were held by 
many of the nation’s leaders (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).   
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History of National Involvement in Education.  Most of the early federal 
support was geared to land transfers for educational purposes.  Not until 1837 did the 
national legislature grant states money for education due to state and local money not 
keeping with the rapid demand for skilled, educated workers (Hirschland & Steinmo, 
2003).  The U.S. Congress loaned states surplus monies with the intent it be used for 
education (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).  These loans were never recalled and almost all 
states used them to support schools (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).  After 1837, the 
federal government’s involvement in education returned to granting states land to sell for 
education funding (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).  Though “not all funds went directly to 
education, it is clear that this remarkable transfer of wealth most certainly funded the 
growth of education when states were unable to effectively do so by themselves” 
(Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003, p. 354).  The last federal land grant was the Morrill Act of 
1890 (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).   
With the last available land granted and the conclusion of the Civil War, states 
viewed federal intervention unfavorably (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).  Several bills 
introduced in the U.S. Congress for direct federal aid to education did not make it to the 
floor for debate due to concerns of establishing a national educational system (Hirschland 
& Steinmo, 2003).  Succeeding bills to provide federal monies to states for educational 
purposes were seen as the federal government stepping in to “provide education where it 
felt education was lacking” (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003, p. 357).  In the end, federal 
educational funding bills were not brought to the floor of the U.S. Congress, in either 
house, for the next 30 years (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).   
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During this time, legislators established the 1865 Bureau of Refugees, Freedman, 
and Abandoned Lands giving more than $6 million to open and staff schools and educate 
African Americans (Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003).  They also created the U.S. 
Department of Education in 1867 as an independent agency.  Its function was to collect 
and interpret educational data and statistics, to form and recommend the educational 
standards, suggest improvements to practices and procedures, reveal preferred 
educational ends, and give advice and praise as well as be a consultant to and between 
states, school systems, higher education, and the government (Gibbs, 1948).   
Federal funding to education was revived briefly during the early 1900s with the 
1917 Smith-Hughes Act supporting vocational education in schools (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2012a).  During the 1930s, U.S. legislators created the Civilian Conservation 
Corp in 1933 and the National Youth Association under the Works Progress 
Administration in 1935, creating employment opportunities and training for young men 
(Sharma, 2013).  Within these two programs, a well-developed educational component 
was established and funded by the federal government (Sharma, 2013).  This was seen as 
the federal government’s attempt to establish a permanent national education program 
outside of state and local control (Sharma, 2013).  World War II and the continuing 
tension within the program contributed to its failure (Sharma, 2013).    
The World War II era “led to a significant expansion of federal support for 
education” (U.S. Department of Education, 2012a).  The Lanham Act in 1941 and the 
Impact Aid laws of 1950 gave aid to schools located in communities “affected by the 
presence of military and other Federal installations” (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012a).  The GI Bill in 1944 “authorized postsecondary education assistance that would 
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ultimately send nearly 8 million World War II veterans to college” (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2012a).  The 1946 George-Barden Act increased federal aid to schools 
offering vocational training to high school students (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012a) and the National School Lunch Act of 1946 granted federal aid for food (Davis, 
1999).   
Education returned to a national government issue in the 1950’s (Easley II, 2005).  
1950’s Cold War technology and science advances prompted a greater public interest and 
governmental involvement in education producing “the first example of comprehensive 
Federal education legislation, when in 1958 Congress passed the National Defense 
Education Act (NDEA) in response to the Soviet launch of Sputnik” (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2012a).  NDEA was passed to help ensure American would be able to 
compete with the Soviets in science and technology by generating highly trained 
individuals (U.S. Department of Education, 2012a).  “The NDEA included support for 
loans to college students, the improvement of science, mathematics, and foreign language 
instruction in elementary and secondary schools, graduate fellowships, foreign language 
and area studies, and vocational-technical training” (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012a).  The NDEA was followed by other federal legislation influencing education. 
Starting with the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which included Title IV prohibiting 
discrimination based on sex in schools and colleges, (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012a), President Johnson, “put education reform at the top of the national agenda for the 
first time under the banner of his comprehensive War on Poverty, thus ending decades 
long stalemate over federal aid to education” (Sharma, 2013, p. 9).  In 1965, national 
legislators “launched a comprehensive set of programs” (U.S. Department of Education, 
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2012a) by passing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) including Title I 
federal grants to states to help poor and minority students (Easley II, 2005).  With the 
establishment of ESEA came not only the first permanent, national educational program, 
but categorical aid in which schools were required, not just expected, to spend the money 
received from the federal government in the way stipulated by the federal government 
(Sharma, 2013).  This began an environment of ensuring compliance to federal mandates 
in order to receive federal funding (Sharma, 2013).  Further educational legislation 
included Title VI becoming a separate law, the Education of the Handicapped Act 1968, 
Title IX of the Education Amendment 1972, and section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
1973 “which prohibited discrimination based on race, sex, and disability” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2012a) in schools and colleges. 
Recent National Involvement in Education.  After the U.S. Department of 
Education was reinstated in 1980, the greatest impact to increasing government 
involvement in education was the National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983 
report on the quality of education in America.  The report entitled, A Nation at Risk, 
indicated public education was “failing to produce learners who are competent enough to 
ensure the United States’ status as a world economic power” (Easley II, 2005, p. 492).  
Since then, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act has undergone many 
reauthorizations, adding numerous programs so that “almost all of the federal education 
programs affecting elementary and secondary education have been part of ESEA at some 
point” (Davis, 1999, p. 98).  Three significant reauthorizations have occurred in 1988, 
1994, and 2001, each adding more and more governmental involvement to education and 
“added to the promise of school improvement” (Easley II, 2005, p. 495).  The 1988 
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reauthorization restored federal funds for Title I received by private and religious 
schools, added “the Eisenhower Math and Science and Drug-Free Schools provisions” 
(Davis, 1999, p. 101), and saw the beginnings of educational reform to include testing 
and accountability (Heise, 1994).   
From 1965 to 1994, state legislatures, although shouldering more and more of the 
financial responsibility of schools, had little authority over how federal funds were 
distributed in their state, mainly because all the responsibility of distribution and 
compliance fell to educational agencies (Sharma, 2013).  As educational expenditures 
increased for the state, so did “state demands for greater control over education 
policy…and began demanding greater accountability [of educational agencies] in 
exchange for state resources” (Sharma, 2013, p. 22).  The 1994 reauthorization, referred 
to as Goals 2000: Educate America Act, “dramatically increases the federal government’s 
educational policymaking role” (Heise, 1994, p. 347).  Goals 2000 established national 
education reform to “improve the quality of learning and teaching in the classroom” 
(Heise, 1994, p. 351) and define roles and responsibilities for the reform at federal, state 
and local levels (Heise, 1994).  The 2001 reauthorization of ESEA, more commonly 
known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) for many “signaled a fundamental shift 
in federal-state relations.  It was one thing to enforce compliance with categorical funding 
requirements, as in the original ESEA, but quite another to attach funding to a stringent 
testing regime that applied to all students” (Sharma, 2013, p. 21).  
The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) “enacted the most intensive policy 
guidelines around standards and accountability” (Easley II, 2005, p. 492).  The basis of 
NCLB is the achievement gap between African American and Caucasian students, 
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between affluent and students living in poverty, and between limited English and English 
speaking students (Easley II, 2005).  NCLB holds accountable states, school districts, 
schools, and teachers “for closing the achievement gap by wedding performance and 
budget” (Easley II, 2005, p. 496).  In order to receive federal funding through previously 
set up programs such as Title I, NCLB mandated testing and standards must be followed 
(Viteritti, 2012).  “States are required to set annual targets for improving achievement 
and closing performance gaps between discrete groups of students” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 
2096).  Two biggest components for which states are held accountable are all students 
reaching proficiency on state assessments by 2014, indicated by students meeting 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and a comprehensive assessment of teacher quality (No 
Child Left Behind Act, 2001).   
Schools must meet AYP throughout a two-year period to continue to receive 
federal funding and indications of whether schools are succeeding are reported publicly 
in the form of report cards (Easley II, 2005).  Schools failing to meet AYP for two 
consecutive years could receive technical assistance from the state, but students could 
attend another school at the cost of the failing school (Viteritti, 2012).  After a third year 
of not meeting AYP, the school was expected to “make major changes in its personnel” 
(Viteritti, 2012, p. 2097) and a fourth year would require the school institute a major 
overhaul which could mean closing the school, transforming to a charter school, or hand 
control over to a private company (Viteritti, 2012).   
A central accountability component of NCLB required states to develop plans for 
schools to employ teachers who were ‘highly qualified’ by having a college degree and 
had proven their “competence either by passing a state test or having majored in their 
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assigned subject areas” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2097).  Research has linked teacher quality and 
student achievement on standardized testing (Darling-Hammond, 2000, 2010; Yeh, 2008; 
Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010; Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010).  This view does not 
take into consideration “all the variables that schools and teachers face on a daily basis—
variables that are constantly in flux and variables that are beyond the control of the 
school yet are inherited by the school” (Easley II, 2005, p. 498).  NCLB sets up an 
atmosphere where “schools and teachers are blamed for students’ low achievement while 
simultaneously suggesting that those at the top know what is best for schools, teachers, 
and students” (Easley II, 2005, p. 503).  Trying to meet AYP and employing ‘highly 
qualified’ teachers have re-ignited the focus on whether tenured teachers are highly 
qualified and can raise AYP scores, or if tenure needs to be modified or eliminated to 
ensure highly qualified teachers and raise AYP scores. 
Although the United States Congress has not reauthorized NCLB, the 2009 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act passed to stimulate the national economy 
“contained more federal funding for education that had ever been made available by 
Congress” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2100).  Funds were made available to provide early 
childhood education, subsidize state budgets to save teacher jobs, and offer grants up to 
$50 million for strong evidence of innovative programs improving “teacher effectiveness, 
low performing school, standards and assessments, or data systems” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 
2101).  President Obama’s Race to the Top (RTT) program created a large grant states 
would compete to receive (Viteritti, 2012) as a way to help fund No Child Left Behind 
mandates (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010).   
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States meeting the specific criteria set by the U.S. Department of Education would 
receive the grant (Viteritti, 2012).  The specific criteria included, “adopting 
internationally benchmarked standards; improving the recruitment, retention, and 
compensation of teachers and school administrators; improving data collection; and 
implementing strategies to turn around failing schools” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2102).  A state 
was automatically eliminated from the grant competition if it did not use student 
achievement data for evaluating teachers and administrators (Viteritti, 2012).  One 
component of RTT uses standardized test scores not only to evaluate teachers, but also 
for compensation and tenure (Viteritti, 2012).  Of the 40 states and the District of 
Columbia applying for the RTT grant, only nine states and the District of Columbia 
received them in 2010 (Viteritti, 2012).  RTT placed emphasis on creating a more valid 
test through alignment with common standards implemented in school curriculums and 
quality teaching, placing states in the forefront of leading educational reform (Viteritti, 
2012).   
 Since eighty percent of schools nationally would not reach the AYP expected of 
them, President Obama announced the implementation of waivers to states “out of 
compliance with ten central provisions of the NCLB law” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2116).  The 
criteria to receive these waivers matched RTT criteria many states were already doing, 
especially adopting common standards, developing high quality assessments and tying 
teacher evaluations to student performance (Viteritti, 2012).  In addition, states could 
decide for themselves “acceptable growth and design their own accountability systems” 
(Viteritti, 2012, p. 2117).  Thirty-six states were granted waivers in 2012, Missouri being 
one of those (Viteritti, 2012). 
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Missouri State Legislators 
 When Missouri applied for statehood in 1820, the United States Congress 
declared in the Missouri Compromise the state and its legislature “forever encourage 
schools” (Townsend, 1976, p. 23).  By including such statements in the Missouri 
Constitution of 1820, the “state had accepted responsibility” for education (Carrington, 
1931, p. 34).  The branch of government entrusted with education was the Missouri 
legislature, known as the General Assembly, comprised of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate.  State legislators’ involvement in establishing and developing the 
educational system has since grown. 
History of State Involvement in Education.  Starting with the first important 
educational act passed by the Missouri legislature on January 17, 1825 requiring each 
township form a school district, the General Assembly enacted laws concerning setting 
up a school system, financing schools, and the state’s “responsibility for developing and 
supervising schools” (Townsend, 1976, p. 24).  Supervision started out under Township 
Commissioners, School Inspectors, and a Board of Trustees with the power to employ 
and examine teachers.  In 1853, the General Assembly passed the Kelly Act, transferring 
the powers to local school districts with a County Commissioner in charge of examining 
teachers (Townsend, 1976).  When Missouri adopted a new Constitution in 1865, the 
General Assembly legislated the “Parker Laws,” requiring free schools everywhere 
people inhabited the state.  The laws returned power over schools to townships, equalized 
tax rates, dictated the course of instruction, defined “the requisite qualifications of 
teachers” (Townsend, 1976, p. 27), and issued certification upon examination 
(Townsend, 1976). 
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In the 1875 Missouri Constitution, education again was an important provision.  
Laws extended education to those between six and 20 years of age, created a clearer 
division of church and state in regards to funding, and created a Board of Education to 
supervise the instruction in public schools (Townsend, 1976).  During the years of the 
1875 Constitution until its revision in 1945, the Missouri General Assembly also 
approved legislation instituting uniform textbooks statewide, requiring every teacher to 
attend training in order to secure a teaching certificate, and compelling schools to 
establish libraries and provide transportation.  In addition, compulsory attendance and 
school consolidation laws were established along with the length of the school term and 
inclusion of ninth and tenth grades (Townsend, 1976).   
The current Missouri Constitution of 1945 likewise held education as important, 
outlining the powers and duties of the Board of Education.  The General Assembly 
continued to advance education legislation regarding Vocational and Special Education, 
funding, ending segregation, and providing “for educational services to all handicapped 
children and youth regardless of the degree of handicap” (Townsend, 1976, p. 35).  In 
1970, the General Assembly authorized the Teacher Tenure Act to set up causes, 
processes, and procedures to protect teachers from arbitrary dismissals (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.104, 2012). 
In 1985, the Excellence in Education Act “marked the start of Missouri’s 
education revolution” (Forbis & Hardy, 1995, p. 236).  This act set a minimum salary for 
teachers and a salary supplementary system as well as instituted mandated state 
achievement tests and grants to teachers, schools, and districts “to encourage innovative 
programs” (Forbis & Hardy, 1995, p. 237).  The 1993 Outstanding Schools Act set up the 
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foundation formula to fund schools in Missouri and required schools to adopt levies, 
reduce class sizes kindergarten to third grade, and administer new state standards based 
assessments (Forbis & Hardy, 1995).   
Recent State Involvement in Education.  Recently, the Missouri General 
Assembly’s educational focus has been the result of the federal government’s most 
intensive immersion into the educational system to date.   State legislators’ attention had 
concentrated on education accountability, mostly due to the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act (2001).  A Missouri law in 2002 set up a process to “recognize high-performing 
schools and school districts, as well as placing certain requirements on schools not 
meeting basic academic standards” (Missouri Office of Communications, 2005, p. 22) 
based on a report card.  The General Assembly in 2008 enacted revisions to Missouri 
Statute 168.021 allowing a teacher to be certified to teach in Missouri on the basis of 
certification acquired through the American Board for Certification of Teacher 
Excellence and not just through the completion of a teacher preparation program (S. 
1066, 2008).   
It was Senate Bill 291, the Education Provision Modifications Act (2009), in 
which Missouri state legislators advanced the most educational change.  The act 
established several programs, increased the compulsory attendance age to 17, and 
required schools to include 30 minutes of moderate activity in elementary physical 
education.  The largest and most far reaching part of the act was the requirement of the 
development of teaching standards by public schools to include students actively 
participating in learning, assessment in various forms used, indication of subject content 
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and communication skills, improvement in instructional skills, and acting in a 
professional manner (Education Provision Modifications Act, 2009).   
The Missouri Constitution indicates a state school board must supervise 
instruction in public schools (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, 2014d).  The Missouri Board of Education has the duty to appoint a 
Commissioner of Education and set policies for the Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education (DESE) (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, 2014d).   DESE “is the administrative arm of the State Board of 
Education…Through its statewide school-improvement activities and regulatory 
functions, the Department strives to assure that all citizens have access to high-quality 
education (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014c).  In 
July 2009, Chris Nicastro was appointed Commissioner of Education (Missouri 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014a) and since has coordinated 
efforts to develop an educator evaluation system as a model school districts can use to 
help evaluate and improve teachers, principals and superintendents (Missouri Department 
of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014a).   
Missouri was one of the states which applied for the Race to the Top grants with 
the goal the new evaluation system ensuring high quality teachers would be implemented 
and based on student performance in order to met the criteria for the grant (Missouri 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2010a).  Even though Missouri was 
not selected for the grant, Nicastro stated the statewide collaborative work of 
stakeholders created a plan of important areas of educational reform, one of which was 
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the new educator evaluation system based upon student performance (Missouri 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2010b). 
As with many states, Missouri then applied for and received an ESEA/NCLB 
Flexibility Waiver from the U.S. Department of Education (Missouri Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, 2012).  Commissioner Nicastro “worked to win 
approval of Missouri's waiver application, releasing the state from provisions of the 
federal No Child Left Behind Act.  The waiver allows Missouri to use its own state-
developed accountability plan” (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, 2014a).  Within Missouri’s waiver are stipulations the new teacher 
evaluations would include student performance as a basis of evaluation for recognitions, 
probation, and tenure (U.S. Department of Education, 2012b).  In order for Missouri to be 
in compliance with the stipulation of the waiver, receive federal funding, and be given 
relief from criteria of NCLB, teacher tenure would need to be based upon student 
performance.  The Missouri Board of Education oversees teacher certification and 
recertification, but probationary status and tenure fall under the Teacher Tenure Act.  
Therefore, because the Teacher Tenure Act is legislation, legislators would have to make 
any necessary changes.  The new teacher evaluation system would establish the criteria to 
identify high quality teachers and would then form the basis of certification, probationary 
status, and tenure.   
Teacher Quality 
 Teacher quality, its definition, and its importance to student achievement have 
been discussed more frequently since in 1996 the “National Commission on Teaching 
and America’s Future published a report making the case that well-qualified teachers 
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make a big difference in children’s learning” (Evans, Stewart, Mangin, & Bagley, 2001, 
p. 200) at the same time a nonprofit organization, Recruiting Teachers, warned of a 
shortage of qualified teachers due to a large retirement (Evans et al., 2001).  Federal 
legislation like Goals 2000: Educate America Act, No Child Left Behind (2001), RTT, 
and ESEA/NCB Flexibility Waivers, all support the need to have quality teachers in the 
classroom (Heise, 1994; Easley II, 2005; Viteritti, 2012).  Currently, to receive federal 
funds, every school must provide students with “instruction by highly qualified teachers” 
and school districts must implement strategies to attract and retain highly qualified 
teachers (No Child Left Behind, 2001, sec. 1111 & 1114).  Furthermore, each school 
must annually increase “the percentage of highly qualified teachers” (No Child Left 
Behind, 2001, sec. 1111).  Schools are held accountable to have and increase the amount 
of highly qualified teachers to “increase student academic achievement” (No Child Left 
Behind, 2001, sec. 2101).  Mandating high quality teachers in classrooms is one thing; 
determining what is a high quality teacher and how to evaluate them is another. 
Teacher Quality Defined 
 The first obstacle in the discussion is the definition of a quality teacher.  Data 
gathered from the 1993-1994 Schools and Staffing Surveys (SASS) sent to over 65,000 
teachers, 13, 000 administrators and 5,600 school districts concluded a “well-qualified 
teacher” to be defined as one who held a state certificate to teach and an undergraduate 
major or masters degree in the field taught or for elementary teachers, an elementary 
education degree (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  Hopkins and Stern in 1996 reported the 
study by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development through its 
Centre for Educational Research and Innovation define teacher quality to be multi-
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dimensional (Yeh, 2008).  Teacher quality included “a commitment to keep searching for 
more effective instructional methods, communication of warmth, use of humor, patience, 
perseverance, and efforts to develop pupils’ self-esteem, even when confronted by 
negative student attitudes and behavior” (Yeh, 2008, p. 220).  In addition, teacher quality 
involved understanding different pedagogical models and teaching expertise used for 
specific concepts and skills and “employed at appropriate times, with particular students, 
and for enhancing specific outcomes” (Yeh, 2008, p. 220).  Teacher quality also involved 
the habit of continual improvement through collaborating with other teachers; “the ability 
to reflect, consider alternative interpretations, form and test hypotheses during 
instructional activities, and improvise; and the willingness to accept and embrace long-
term change” (Yeh, 2008, p. 220).   Goldhaber and Hansen (2010) narrowed the 
definition of teacher quality as the estimated impact the teacher has on scores students 
received on state, national, and/or international standardized tests.   
Whatever the research defines as teacher quality, schools are held to federal 
decrees from No Child Left Behind (2001) to define a highly qualified teacher as one 
who is a state certified, licensed teacher with at least a bachelor’s degree, has shown a 
high level subject knowledge on a standardized assessment, and displays grade 
appropriate teaching skills (No Child Left Behind, 2001).  NCLB (2001) indicated the 
evaluation of a highly qualified teacher may take into consideration how long the teacher 
has taught the academic subject, although it cannot be the primary basis, but the 
evaluation must include student achievement. 
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Links to Student Achievement 
 Teacher ability to provide quality instruction is “the single most important 
influence on student progress” (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010, p. 128).  In Darling-
Hammond’s study, per pupil spending, pupil-teacher ratios, and class sizes showed little 
to no relationship to student achievement at the state level (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  A 
well-qualified teacher can have a stronger influence on student achievement than the 
student’s background, language, and minority status, or class size (Darling-Hammond, 
2000).  No other change, textbooks, curriculum, etc., make as big a change as a teacher 
who knows how to use these tools well and how to identify the learning needs of their 
students (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  
 Studies conducted at the state, district, school, and individual level have found 
student achievement on state assessments to be higher when taught by a quality teacher 
(Darling Hammond, 2010).  Goldhaber and Theobald’s (2011) studies based on state 
assessment scores indicated having a higher quality teacher in the classroom is the 
difference in “2.5 to 3.5 months of student learning” (p. 82) and Yeh (2008) suggested 
maybe an entire grade level.  In Strauss and Sawyer’s 1986 study, students’ failure rates 
decreased three to five percent on the state competency examinations with teacher quality 
increasing 1% (Darling-Hammond, 2010).  
 Goldhaber and Hansen (2011) further report replacing low quality tenured 
teachers with high quality teachers will increase student achievement.  In 1997, the 
Wright et al. study in Tennessee found students who had three high performing teachers 
in a row scored an average 96th percentile on the state exam compared to students with 
comparable achievement histories and had three low performing teachers scored at the 
  
47 
44th percentile (Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 2007).   “The immediate and clear 
implication of this finding is that seemingly more can be done to improve education by 
improving the effectiveness of teachers than by any single factor” (Wright, Horn, & 
Sanders, 1997, p. 63).  In 2004, a Tennessee study by Nye et al. reaffirmed the study by 
Wright et al. when it found roughly the same achievement gap results between students 
with quality teachers and those without (Stronge et al., 2007).  Studies from Dallas also 
contributed to the importance of a quality teacher.  In 1998, Mendro reported the Dallas 
and Virginia studies results revealed students with a high performing teacher for just one 
year, “will remain ahead of peers for at least the next few years of schooling.  
Unfortunately, if a student does not have a quality teacher, the influence on student 
achievement is not remediated fully for up to 3 years” (Stronge et al., 2007, p. 168).   
Along with these studies indicating the importance of teacher quality on student 
achievement as based on standardized assessments, much research over the last 50 years 
has been fixated on what indicators of teacher quality relate to student achievement 
(Darling-Hammond, 2000).   
Studies to determine the amount of influence teacher quality factors, such as 
education, experience, subject matter and teaching knowledge, certification, and teaching 
behavior in the classroom, have on student achievement produced mixed results, but with 
some emerging trends (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  Among the teacher quality 
characteristics holding a significant, positive correlation with student achievement is 
certification status and degree in the field taught (Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 23).  
Darling-Hammond (2000) cited other studies from Bowles and Levin (1968), Coleman et 
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al. (1966), and Hanushek (1971) suggesting teachers’ verbal ability had an important and 
significant relation to student achievement. 
In 1983, Druva and Anderson, and in 1985, Hawk, Coble and Swanson, found 
teachers’ content knowledge made a difference in student achievement (Darling-
Hammond, 2000).  If the teacher took at least five content courses in their respective 
subject matter, the more students achieved; the relationship diminished after more than 
five courses, unless the teacher taught higher-level courses (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) analysis of students’ 
achievement on reading assessments indicated students of “teachers who were fully 
certified, who had master’s degrees, and who had had professional coursework in 
literature-based instruction did better than other students” (Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 
6).  These studies and the NAEP analysis did not take into consideration any other 
factors, such as socio-economics, affecting student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 
2000).   
Not only content courses were held to have an impact on student achievement, but 
also knowing how to teach the content showed a stronger correlation (Darling-Hammond, 
2000, p. 5).  Teachers seeking subject knowledge and pedagogical skill improvement 
through professional development or advanced degrees can also increase teacher quality.  
Wiley and Yoon along with Brown, Smith and Stein in 1995, and Cohen and Hill in 
1997, found teachers who participate in content-specific pedagogy professional 
development are associated with higher levels of student achievement (Darling-
Hammond, 2000).  Other studies, Knoblock in 1986, Sanders, Skonie-Hardin, and Phelps 
in 1994, and the Council for School Performance in 1997 “found that students achieve at 
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higher levels and are less likely to drop out when they are taught by teachers with 
certification in their teaching field, by those with master's degrees, and by those enrolled 
in graduate studies” (Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 6).   To summarize, student 
achievement is amplified if a teacher combines subject matter knowledge and the 
pedagogical knowledge and skill to teach to all different learning styles of students  
(Darling-Hammond, 2000). 
 There are other factors not taken into consideration when examining the effects 
of teacher quality on student achievement.  Reinforcing past findings of Strauss and 
Sawyer in 1986 and Ferguson in 1996, 60 studies at the University of Chicago in 2009 
found “teacher education, ability, and experience, along with small schools and lower 
teacher-pupil ratios, are associated with increases in student achievement” (Darling-
Hammond, 2010, p. 106) on state assessments.  In addition, teaching as an art is not well 
understood and how teacher quality influences student learning at times is subjective 
(Kennedy, 2010).  The curriculum or teacher is not always motivation for students to 
learn (Easley II, 2005).  Kennedy (2010) identified much of the teacher quality 
conversation frequently overlooked the students’ own responsibility for engagement and 
achievement in their learning.  In addition, the pace teachers feel pressured to abide to 
meet NCLB standards even though sacrificing many students’ learning “results in a mass 
of low-performing students who become frustrated from a lack of success” (Easley II, 
2005, p. 499).  These conditions contribute to low-performing students whether the 
teacher is high or low quality.  While studies continue to debate the influences on student 
achievement relying “upon existing standardized tests of student achievement until better 
measures are developed” (Yeh, 2008, p. 220), teacher quality is among NCLB’s 
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mandates for schools to receive federal funding.  The next debate becomes measuring 
teacher quality and “the extent to which existing measures of teacher quality provide 
useful,” (Yeh, 2008, p. 221) reliable, and valid results.  Even with the uncertainty of these 
measurements, they are being used to evaluate teachers (Yeh, 2008).  
Measuring Teacher Quality 
 The provisions quantified in the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) not only call 
for teacher quality but also to included it in teacher evaluations.  The teacher has the most 
contact with the student and is held accountable for learning (Kelly, 2012).   The Director 
of the Center on Education Policy, John Jennings, sums up the discussion stating, “We 
have exhausted ourselves talking about standards and accountability and choice.  Now, 
we’ve come to realize a lot depends on who’s standing at the front of the classroom” 
(Sack, 2000, p. 25).  “The identification of high-and low-performing teachers, then, is a 
crucial first step in putting the profession as a whole on a path toward greater 
effectiveness” (Kelly, 2012. p. 13).  Those measures have included objective information, 
such as credentials, certification, and experience (Jennings & Corcoran, 2012).  Recently, 
measuring teacher quality has included the amount of achievement on standardized 
assessments students have achieved over the course of a school year (Braun, 2005).  One 
of these measurements known as the value added model (VAM) provided mixed results 
on teacher effectiveness. 
States require teachers to obtain a degree and certification, which includes passing 
a content specific assessment.  This process is thought to help teachers, “master well 
documented and broadly accepted knowledge and skills of the profession” (Hess, 2001, 
p. 1).  According to Guyton and Farokhi in 1987, “studies show knowledge of subject 
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matter and of teaching and learning are strongly correlated with a teacher’s classroom 
performance” (Kaplan & Owings, 2002, p. 10).  In 1999, Kanstoroom and Finn 
ascertained taking course work and obtaining a degree might not corroborate with 
teacher’s knowledge (Kaplan & Owings, 2002).  In addition, “past evidence shows 
teachers with a master’s degree are not on average more effective than teachers lacking 
such a degree” (Hanushek, 2010, p. 7).  States requiring a passing score on a content 
specific assessment is a way to verify the teacher’s knowledge essential for a quality 
teacher (Kaplan & Owings, 2002).  Darling-Hammond (2000), however, stated subject 
course work are found to be more related to teacher performance than “scores on tests of 
subject matter knowledge [which are]…not very useful for assessing teachers’ ability to 
analyze and apply knowledge” (Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 4).  The current certification 
system is riddled with problems starting with requirements for certification vary from 
state to state lacking consensus on how to ensure teachers have mastered essential skills 
or knowledge, or if current requirements clearly demonstrate “the quality of the teacher” 
(Hess, 2001, p. 5).  Hess (2001) stated neither degrees, proficient scores on teacher 
certification assessments, or certifications assure teachers are quality practitioners.  
Years of experience are another concrete factor of evaluation.  Dewey (1939) 
emphasized actual life experience as a powerful learning tool while promoting the 
progressive education movement.  “Every experience is a moving force” (Dewey, 1939, 
p. 31).  Kligaard and Hall in 1974 and Murnane and Philips in 1981 found a “relationship 
between teacher effectiveness and their years of experience” (Darling-Hammond, 2000, 
pp. 6-7).  On-the-job training is not only desirable but also essential to improve upon 
subtle skills and interpersonal dynamics (Hess, 2001).  Current “research suggests that 
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teachers’ effectiveness increases dramatically each year during the first ten years of 
teaching” (Rivers & Sanders, 2002, p. 22) although, Dewey (1939) recognized “a given 
experience may increase a person’s automatic skill in a particular direction and yet tend 
to land him in a groove or rut” (p. 13).  According to Yeh (2008), research indicated 
years of experience appear to have only weak relationships with student achievement or 
increase “teacher performance beyond the first or second year of a teacher’s career” 
(p.221).  In 1986, Rosenholtz suggested many studies indicated teachers with less then 
three years of experience are typically lacking in quality compared to teachers who have 
taught longer.  Darling-Hammond (2000) contends, “very well-prepared beginning 
teachers can be highly effective” (p. 7).  Hanushek (2010) discovered degrees, 
credentials, scores on teacher preparation tests and even “experience [with the exception 
of the first few years]” (p. 7) do not relate to a teacher’s performance in the classroom.  
The overarching idea of NCLB is to raise student achievement on standardized tests and 
it form the basis of teacher evaluations of performance because as President Obama has 
remarked, data and results are marks of success (Jennings & Corcoran, 2012).  In 
contrast, “there is conflicting evidence on the prospect of developing an airtight system 
that could be used to assess, promote, tenure, retain and compensate teachers” (Viteritti, 
2012, p. 2110).  In the past ten years, the system being developed and used is the value-
added model (VAM)  
VAMs were used to examine and determine teacher effects “on students’ learning 
gains net of factors such as student background.  These models intend to estimate the 
unique contribution or “value-added” of teachers to students’ change or gain in learning” 
(Konstantopoulos, 2012, p. 38).  Often in value-added models, pre- and post-tests are 
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used to adjust for any regression and other variables, but some models rely only on a 
“change in score between two time points” (Konstantopoulos, 2012, p. 39).  In 2005, 
Schmidt, Houang, and McKnight stated the fundamental assumption underlying value-
added models is student achievement is mainly caused by “teacher effects and not to 
other student-related factors that are unobserved and hence not controlled for” 
(Konstantopoulos, 2012, p. 39).  William Sanders pioneered the VAM approach in 
Tennessee and replicated it in North Carolina and other states (Viteritti, 2012).   He 
contended if robust methods and safeguards are in place, “it is possible to distinguish 
effective teachers from ineffective teachers” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2110).  The findings from 
a University of Tennessee study on the value added implemented in Tennessee found 
“the effect of teachers can be separated from ethnic, socioeconomic, and parental 
influences” (Rivers & Sanders, 2002, p. 16).  Boyd et al. (2011), found using measures of 
effectiveness such as VAMs, “while not perfect, does offer the potential to meaningfully 
improve the quality of instruction in some classrooms…[and] can be expected to yield 
much stronger achievement outcomes for students” (pp. 450-451).  Proponents of VAMs 
claim analysis can “isolate objectively the contributions of teachers and schools to 
student learning” (Braun, 2005, p. 8).  VAMs provide objective evidence of students’ 
gains or lack of progress, highlight strengths and weaknesses in teaching practices and 
allow teachers to continue those practices, adjust them, or seek professional development 
to improve (Rivers & Sanders, 2002).     
  There are concerns and pitfalls associated with the VAM models (Kelly, 2012).  
Based upon Kupermintz (2003) investigation of Tennessee’s model, Yeh (2008) 
concludes, “currently, it is impossible to determine the false classification error rate, 
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because any study that defines teacher ability solely in terms of student performance is 
inherently unable to test whether the classification is correct or not” (p. 221).  VAMs 
skew the evaluation of teachers who serve more difficult students such as those with 
excessive absences and failing to account for differences in summer learning in 
unmeasured ways (Braun, 2005).  Not only are different results produced with different 
tests or different scaling of different tests using VAMs, they also have high rates of error 
for classifying teacher effectiveness, likely in large part due to underlying assessment 
data and conditions under which students take those tests (Braun, 2005).   
  Several pitfalls of using VAM are have been found.  Seltzer, et al., (2003) point 
out VAMs do not account for regression to the mean, “low scoring students tend to gain 
more during the school year than do students who score higher in the fall” (Kelly, 2012, 
p. 19).  Another pitfall is student achievement data gathered from whatever test is used 
cannot tell what was learned elsewhere and what was learned at school or what part the 
teacher had in learning (Kelly, 2012).  Models based on student achievement do not 
consider the effect of the student’s own motivation to learn.  Each student has their own 
level of attachment to school and other motivational determinants contributing to wanting 
to learn no matter what teacher stands in front of them (Kelly, 2012).  As far as the 
mathematics involved in VAMs, president of Math for America John Ewing, explains 
student achievement includes many variable and to use test scores to measure a particular 
teacher’s effect is full of deception.  “Tests, after all, are only samples that cover a 
limited selection of material.  With coaching and drilling, test scores can be raised 
without improving learning” (Viteritti, 2012, p. 2110).  It is the thought of many, 
including Braun (2005), using VAMS should not eliminate investigating teacher 
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evaluation including other measures with student test because these statistical models 
alone cannot recognize teachers’ strategies and practices.  
   Review of value-added assessments in Houston and New York, a three year study 
of the Metropolitan Nashville School System, and an evaluation of the Teacher 
Advancement Program in Chicago all showed no evidence teachers eligible for 
compensation, promotion, etc. based on the value-added model raised student 
achievement any higher than those who were not eligible (Viteritti, 2012).  On the other 
side, Rivers and Sanders (2002) promote measuring teacher ability to enable student 
achievement with sophisticated methods like VAMs, “ensures teachers are evaluated 
fairly and provides diagnostic information for improving teacher effectiveness” (p. 23).  
In either case, the Race to the Top initiative and federal ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waivers 
placing “substantial weight on states’ and districts’ willingness to evaluate teachers based 
on student achievement, has increased the number of states and districts seeking to 
require that teachers’ evaluations, pay, and tenure be tied to measures of their value-
added on standardized tests” (Jennings & Corcoran, 2012, p. 78).  The concern arises 
whether tenured teachers, secured in employment, may not be as motivated to improve 
their teaching quality in order to raise student achievement (Condon, Counts, & Lane, 
2006).  Analyzing teacher tenure then becomes essential.   
Teacher Tenure 
Teachers are caught between accountability for increasing student achievement 
dictated by the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) and wanting job protection.  Unjust 
dismissal was the reason behind teachers pursuing a teacher tenure policy in the 
beginning.  When Massachusetts was the first to enact a K-12 tenure law, teachers were 
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subject to dismissal for pregnancy (Van Horn & Schaffner, 2003), religion, nepotism, or 
political favoritism to name a few (Kersten, 2006).  Before the 1950s, tenure had not 
made its way into legislation in every state mainly because of Holmstedt’s 1930 study 
citing teachers in Connecticut where tenure did not exist were just as competent as 
tenured teachers in New Jersey (Coleman et al., 2005).  In contrast, the National 
Education Association explored the concept of tenure as a means of fighting arbitrary 
employment practices commonly held in American schools of the time and in the 1940s 
introduced due-process procedures in the dismissal of an incompetent teacher as the 
purpose for tenure (Coleman et al., 2005).  By 1950, 42 states had either some form of 
tenure or tenure-like policies but the whole nation did not embrace the idea of tenure until 
the late 1960s (Coleman et al., 2005).  
National Teacher Tenure 
What has brought tenure back to the forefront of educational issues in recent 
times, can only be referred to as the creation of the ‘perfect storm.’  In 1999, the National 
Commission on Teaching recommended states and districts use “performance evaluation 
of teaching skills before granting tenure or a continuing license” (Darling-Hammond, 
2000, p. 39).  The reauthorization of the ESEA as the NCLB Act in 2002 greatly 
expanded the federal government’s influence over educational decision-making by 
including accountability provisions, such as requiring quality teachers, as requirements 
for funding (Dowell, Hodgeman, Littlefield, & Tracey, 2011).  In 2008, Michelle Rhee 
became well known as an educational reformer through her radical efforts to turn 
Washington D.C. schools around (Ravitch, 2010).  Gaining much publicity and public 
support, Rhee stated tenure only helped the adults and not the students and the 
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elimination of tenure would be a great step in improving teacher quality (Ravitch, 2010).  
Rhee then formed StudentsFirst in 2010, an organization “formed in response to an 
increasing demand for a better education system in America” (StudentsFirst, 2014a).  
One of the items on their agenda is to eliminate tenure from state laws (StudentsFirst, 
2014b).  Also in 2010 was the release of the documentary, Waiting for Superman, 
depicting the message the American school system was failing and drew a connection to 
teacher tenure protecting ineffective teachers (Holden, 2010).   Because of this “changing 
political climate in favor of holding teachers accountable for the performance of their 
students” (Baker et al., 2013, p. 3), the Race-to-the-Top program and ESEA/NCLB 
Flexibility Waivers introduced by the Obama administration in 2012-2013, tenure laws in 
many states were revamped and further legislation designed to tie student performance to 
teacher evaluations was passed (Baker et al., 2013).   
Most previous state teacher tenure laws fall along the lines of a common model.  
The model includes a probationary period with annual principal evaluations and after a 
teacher is awarded tenure, they “can be dismissed only with substantial evidence that he 
or she is unfit or derelict in her duties” (Sykes & Winchell, 2010, p. 202).  In 2011, 18 
state legislatures amended some part if not all of the teacher tenure laws in their states 
(Christie & Dounay Zinth, 2011).  Baker et al. (2013) evaluated current tenure legislation 
and found three common elements used in over twenty states.  The first was the 
requirement using student achievement growth in a weighting system with observation 
and other evaluation measures.  Set amounts were established in the District of Columbia 
Public Schools, Ohio, and Louisiana higher than other factors, Colorado, Florida, and 
Idaho were 50%, however, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Indiana, Oregon, Indiana, Utah, 
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and Illinois use nonspecific weights either as much as other factors or at least a 
significant amount (Baker et al., 2013).  The second element was a numerical association 
to categories of effectiveness with a cutoff for each category.  For instance, a teacher in 
the 25th percentile would be considered “ineffective,” whereas the 26th percentile teacher 
would not (Baker et al., 2013).  The third element is an exact timeline for the removal of 
tenure to take place, most common is within two years of an ineffective evaluation 
(Baker et al., 2013).   
As states sought to impose consequence on teachers failing to meet evaluation 
standards, “tenured teachers present the greatest challenge because of laws that restrict 
their dismissal to specific grounds” (Baker et al., 2013, p. 4) which does not always 
include the teacher’s inability to teach (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  While Pennsylvania and 15 
other states have provisions dismissing tenured teachers for unsatisfactory performance 
over a specified time frame, most state tenure laws do not include failure to meet 
evaluation standards based on student performance as part of unsatisfactory performance 
(Baker et al., 2013).  Only 11 of the 47 states that have tenure laws “require that the 
teacher show signs of effective teaching prior to being offered tenure” (Bruckmeyer, 
2012, p. 151) whereas the other 36 grant tenure automatically based on years.  Delaware, 
the District of Columbia Public Schools, Florida, Indiana, Michigan, Colorado, and 
Louisiana have tied student performance to the decision whether to dismiss a teacher, 
including tenured teachers (Baker et al., 2013).  Within these state laws are varying years 
of underperformance before dismissal and the decision being made by mandates or local 
districts (Baker et al., 2013).   
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The most significant change in tenure has occurred in states eliminating tenure 
(Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Idaho became the first state to explicitly state any new contract will 
not result in teacher tenure or guaranteed continued employment (Christie & Dounay 
Zinth, 2011).  After four years, multiple year contracts can be issued, due process 
procedures are in place for the length of the contract with specific reference to grounds 
for dismissal, but a contract cannot be renewed with only a written notice with stated 
reasons (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Florida also removed teacher tenure instituting an annual 
renewable contract with due process procedures and specific ground for dismissal while 
under contract stipulated.  Mississippi was the third state to delete teacher tenure also 
includes a yearly contract with due process measures and dismissal conditions 
(Bruckmeyer, 2012).   In 2012, North Carolina and South Dakota both eliminated tenure 
(Lu, 20130) and Louisiana reformed their tenure law to be based upon criteria, including 
student achievement on standardized tests granting tenure only to teachers with five years 
of top ratings out of six years (Sentell, 2014).  The constitutionality of the Louisiana law 
is now under debate between the 19th Judicial District Court and the state Supreme Court 
(Sentell, 2014).  New Jersey passed a new teacher tenure act in 2012, the Teacher 
Effectiveness and Accountability for the Children of New Jersey Act (Mooney, 2013).  
According to Mooney (2013), the act “has transformed teacher evaluation, instituting 
new requirements on how and when teachers are assessed and laying out a system of 
grades that can grant them tenure -- or potentially remove them” (p. 1).  These recent 
changes to and elimination of tenure laws brings to light what teachers could face if they 
do not meet their state’s evaluation standards based on student achievement data (Baker 
et al., 2013). 
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Some states have not changed their tenure laws in the recent climate.  Arkansas 
has not changed because it does not grant teachers tenure, but does grant protection under 
the Teacher Fair Dismissal Act with districts deciding each year whether to renew 
teaching contracts (Baker et al., 2013).  Teacher tenure laws have not changed for 
teachers in Iowa, Montana, North Dakota, and Vermont.  Tenure is granted to them, 
including due process procedures, usually after three years, however the length of 
contracts in these states are only one year (Baker et al., 2013).  The last set of states who 
have not changed their tenure laws are Alabama, Alaska, California, Georgia, Hawaii, 
Kentucky, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Mexico, South Carolina, and 
Texas.  These states have teacher tenure laws with anywhere from two to five years of 
experience to obtain and due process procedures, but these states offer indefinite 
contracts to teachers (Baker et al., 2013). 
Missouri Teacher Tenure 
Missouri, one of the states who has not changed their tenure law and offers an 
indefinite contract to teachers, seems to have gain the attention of national reformers 
pushing for tenure reform.  In 2012, the national advocacy group founded by Michelle 
Rhee, StudentsFirst, hired several lobbyists to push bills through the Missouri General 
Assembly (Young, 2012).  StudentsFirst’s state director pushed again for reform in 2013 
(Blank, 2013).  In addition, Rex Sinquefield, a wealthy retired Missouri economist has 
taken up supporting educational reform including eliminating tenure (Show-Me-Institute, 
2012).  His lobbyists worked on the 2012 Cunningham Senate Bill (Young, 2012).  In 
2013, Sinquefield began funding and supporting a campaign to end teacher tenure 
through the Children’s Education Alliance of Missouri (Singer, 2013; Lieb, 2013).   
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The Children’s Education Alliance of Missouri’s campaign against tenure 
includes work on getting a constitutional amendment added to the November 2014 ballot 
ending teacher tenure and indefinite contracts in Missouri by limiting contracts to three 
years, but still keeping the due process procedures and current causes for dismissal  
(Lieb, 2013).  This initiative and Missouri’s Education Commissioner, Chris Nicastro 
made national news when it was released through emails requested under the Sunshine 
Law by the Missouri National Education Association, Nicastro helped the Alliance with 
the wording of the ballot proposal and reviewed the final draft (Lieb, 2013).  While some 
are seeing this as clearly supporting opponents of tenure (Singer, 2013), Nicastro defends 
her interaction as part of her job to provide feedback on education-related proposals and 
bills (Nicastro, 2013).  Nicastro continues to declare the Department of Education’s 
neutral position on tenure and the help given was related to wording regarding student 
achievement (Nicastro, 2013).   
The groups seeking to stop any legislation or initiatives regarding tenure are the 
Missouri National Education Association, a teacher’s union (Lieb, 2013) and the 
Missouri State Teacher’s Association (Young, 2012).  Although, Missouri school districts 
began using the new teacher evaluation system approved by the State Board of 
Education, which includes “measures of student performance” (Ujifusa, 2013, p. 1) in the 
2013-2014 school year, the question remains if any changes to the Teacher Tenure Act 
will occur.   
The Teacher Tenure Act enacted by the Missouri General Assembly defined a 
tenured teacher as "any teacher who has been employed or who is hereafter employed as 
a teacher in the same school district for five successive years and who has continued or 
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who thereafter continues to be employed as a full-time teacher by the school district” 
(Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.104).  In 1970, the Missouri Attorney General in Opinion No. 
371 further clarified a teacher tenured after the five consecutive years only if the teacher 
has "reemployment for the sixth successive year by the same school district” (MO Att’y 
Gen. Op. No. 371-70, October 2, 1970).   
A few instances have occurred warranting explanations considering certain 
circumstances in regards to Missouri teacher tenure.  In Lopez v. Vance 1974, defined full 
time and Hirbe v. Hazelwood School District and Valter v. Orchard Farm School District 
defined the school year (LawServer, 2009a).  A contract by a school board requiring the 
individual to have a teaching certificate did not make them a teacher in terms of the 
teacher tenure act was found in Hudson v. Marshall, 1977 (LawServer, 2009a).  The 
Teacher Tenure Act’s protection was found not to cover extra or extended duties, but 
only those duties requiring a teaching certificate (LawServer, 2009a).  Finally in 1994 
with Dial v. Lathrop R-II School District, the Teacher Tenure Act was expanded to 
include the opportunity for part-time teachers to accumulate years counting towards 
permanent status (LawServer, 2009a). 
In 2011 and 2012, State Representative Scott Dieckhaus proposed changes to the 
Missouri Teacher Tenure Act when he introduced legislation in the Missouri General 
Assembly: House Bill 628 (2011) and House Bill 1526 (2012).  The major change 
included in both bills, would have school districts offer teachers multi-year contracts 
based upon evaluations multiple times each year.  A teacher who received two successive 
annual evaluations of "ineffective" would be dismissed.  Additionally, the bills would 
remove "unfit mental and physical condition, immoral conduct, and incompetency" 
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(Rosenbaum, 2012) and replace it with "unsatisfactory performance based on an 
evaluation on specified teaching standards and performance measures and specified 
immoral conduct" (Rosenbaum, 2012).  Both bills would have eliminated years of 
experience as the basis of teacher tenure and replaced it with performance.  Each teacher 
would receive one-year probationary contracts but top-performing teachers would receive 
four-year contracts (Young, 2011).   House Bill 628 (2011) would have placed a 50% 
weight upon teacher evaluations and placed every current teacher, whether tenure or not, 
as a probationary teacher (H.B. 628, 2011).   
Senate Bill 372 (2011) introduced by Senator Jane Cunningham would have 
eliminated tenure for teachers starting in the 2012 school year and returned any tenured 
teacher to probationary status with the possibility of gaining a two-year contract if 
performance evaluations, based on several measures including student performance on 
state assessments, were acceptable (S. 372, 2011).  Bills were introduced and referred to 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Committee with public hearings held, but only 
House Bill 1526 (2012) made it to the floor for a full vote and was sent to the Missouri 
Senate by a vote of 83 Ayes and 76 Noes, but was not voted on by the Senate causing the 
possibility of the bill to be enacted to end (Missouri House of Representatives, 2011; 
Missouri House of Representatives, 2012a; Missouri Senate, 2011).  
Other bills regarding tenure have been introduced in the Missouri Assembly in 
2012 and 2013.  State Representative Joe Aull backed House Bill 1388 (2012) extending 
the amount of time teachers taught in order to receive tenure from five years to seven 
years (H.B. 1388, 2012).  Senator Jane Cunningham sponsored a related bill in the senate, 
Senate Bill 806 (2012), proposing to extend the probationary time before teachers 
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received tenure to ten years (S. 806, 2012).  State Representative Kevin Elmer sponsored 
House Bill 631 (2013), a change in the Teacher Tenure Act, stipulating student 
performance be added as part of measuring teacher quality and a teacher would only 
received a permanent contract after four consecutive ratings of effective or higher, would 
lose the status for two consecutive ratings of ineffective or minimally effective but could 
regain the status with three consecutive higher ratings  (H.B. 631, 2013).  House Bill 
1388 (2012) and Senate Bill 806 (2012) were referred to Committees (Missouri House of 
Representatives, 2012b; Missouri Senate, 2012).  House Bill 631 (2013) not only was 
assigned to the Elementary and Secondary Education Committee and public hearings 
were held, it went to a full house vote to be defeated by a margin of 102 Noes to 55 Ayes 
(Missouri House of Representatives, 2013).   
In 2014, there are two proposed Missouri House bills and one Missouri Senate bill 
relating to teacher tenure.  Missouri House Bill 1248 (2014) proposed by State 
Representatives David Wood and Rocky Miller would allow teachers who currently have 
tenure to retain the status, but would eliminate tenure for any teacher hired after July 1, 
2015 making them at-will employees although they would have the possibility of being 
awarded a three-year contract if they received five consecutive effective or higher on 
teacher evaluations (H.B. 1248, 2014).  In addition, House Bill 1248 (2014) would 
require school districts to use an approved state teacher evaluation system based on a 
percentage of student performance “as measured by objective criteria…[and used 
in]…retaining, promoting, demoting, dismissing, removing, discharging, and setting 
compensation for certificated staff” (H.B. 1248, 2014).  The bill keeps the list of causes 
for dismissal and due process procedures of the original Missouri Teacher Tenure Act 
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(H.B. 1248, 2014).  House Bill 1534 (2014) introduced by State Representative Bryan 
Spencer calculates a teacher’s salary based upon a weighted percentage distribution, a 
value-added method, including student performance on any district or state assessment 
(H.B. 1534, 2014).  The calculation arrived at by this method would be used for not only 
salary, but also retention and tenure (H.B. 1534, 2014).  Both house bills have been 
referred to the Elementary and Secondary Education Committee (Missouri House of 
Representatives, 2014a; Missouri House of Representatives, 2014b).   
Senate Bill 521 (2014) presented by Ed Emery would eliminate tenure for any 
teacher hired after August 28, 2014 making contracts yearly based but allowing current 
tenured teachers to remain tenure (S. 521, 2014).  The senate bill had been referred to 
committee and had a public hearing (Missouri Senate, 2014a).  These proposed 
legislative bills along with the last four years of recommended reform bills have brought 
the teacher tenure debate to Missouri.   
Teacher Tenure Debate 
Concerns over student achievement and attempts to find solutions for low 
performing students and school districts have sparked national and state interest over 
teacher quality, which has led to the debate regarding teacher tenure.  Tenure was 
“designed to protect teachers’ jobs from the capricious decisions of school 
administrators” (Coleman et al., 2005, p. 219).  A major part of tenure and its protection 
from arbitrary dismissal is the feature of due process procedures (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  
Due process can include many measures including written notice with reason indicated, 
hearings, and appeals (Bruckmeyer, 2012).   Every state, even those who have changed 
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their tenure policies, have one or more of these due processes in place except Florida 
(Bruckmeyer, 2012).   
The other feature of tenure is the length of the contract and most commonly 
associated with tenure is the indefinite contract whereas the teacher has a contract until 
they or the school district deem they do not (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Teachers can end the 
indefinite contract by resigning or retiring and districts can end the contract only for 
reasons specifically stated in the tenure policy (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Many states have 
indefinite contracts and include incompetency as a reason for ending the contract but only 
a few include the reason of unsatisfactory evaluation (Bruckmeyer, 2012).   
The last part of tenure is the basis for receiving it, whether it is based on years of 
experience, teacher evaluations, or student achievement known as performance based 
(Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Supporters of tenure claim tenure is needed to protect teachers, but 
also is job security in exchange for lower salaries (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).  Plus, the 
confidence in job security “may improve teacher motivation, satisfaction, and overall 
productivity.  This can also encourage teachers to try new methods or take risks in the 
classroom without the fear of losing one’s job if the methods fail” (Phillips, 2009, p. 2).  
Opponents of tenure maintain it “has evolved into a system that protects the inept and the 
incompetent, foisting laggard teachers on students who can least afford to have an 
inferior education” (Bruckmeyer, 2012, p. 220).  They claim, teacher tenure a roadblock 
to improving teacher quality and increasing student achievement because once a teacher 
received tenure, “the link between teacher performance and career or financial incentives 
is severed” (Phillips, 2009, p. 2).  The debate surrounding teacher tenure does not focus 
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so much on due process procedures as it does on the last two components of tenure: 
length of contract and basis for obtaining tenure (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).   
Teacher tenure protects teachers from arbitrary dismissal, but once the indefinite 
contract is received it is very difficult to dismiss a below average teacher (Kersten, 2006). 
“In most states, it is typical for tenured teachers to receive as few as one observation per 
year in their evaluation process” (Coleman et al., 2005, p. 228).  McGuinn (2010) 
explains the New Teacher Project’s thorough investigation of using current evaluation 
systems for making tenure or dismissal decisions, reported “experienced teachers are 
almost never actually dismissed for poor performance” (p. 6).  In 1990, Bridges noted 
once a teacher is tenured, the process to deal with a low performing teacher includes 
“transferring teachers to other schools, assigning teaching of electives or converting 
classroom teachers into roving substitutes” (Sykes & Winchell, 2010, p. 203).  Extremely 
low dismissal rates of tenured teachers indicate, in most states they enjoy practically 
lifetime employment (McGuinn, 2010).   
An indefinite contract is not necessarily a job for life as a tenured teacher may be 
dismissed based on a cause specifically listed in the state statue with the most commonly 
listed being: just cause, incompetence, immorality, insubordination and neglect of duty 
(Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Plus, tenured teachers can lose their jobs if the district is in 
financial need and eliminates teaching positions, although in most states probationary 
teachers in their same field will go first (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).  In addition, in order to 
receive tenure, states have a probationary period, in which teachers may be dismissed 
without cause or due process (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).  Missouri is one of the few states 
granting tenure after a five-year probationary period, to give teachers enough time to 
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improve (Rosenbaum, 2012) and to determine those who are inadequate (Coleman et. al, 
2005).  However, in 1999 Bridges and Groves pointed out this probationary period is 
often not used to remove inapt teachers, but allows the majority of teachers, “poor 
performers as well as good, to attain tenure“ (Coleman et al., 2005, p. 223).  Teaching as 
a general profession has few risks since salary, promotion, and tenure is generally 
administered by degrees and years of experience levels thus granting a high amount of 
job security (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010). 
The tenure debate ultimately falls upon the evaluation system of teachers 
(Coleman et al., 2005).  Most teacher tenure policies, including Missouri’s, centers on 
years of experience teaching and teacher evaluations as the basis for awarding tenure 
(Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Basing tenure on years of experience is considered a fair and 
equitable system.  It is…”clear, and decisions can be scrutinized…it eliminates patronage 
and provides protection against abuse by incompetent or vindictive administrators” 
(Johnson, 1982, p. 260).  However, since it does not take into account a teacher’s ability 
to teach, according to Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009) studies, “a 
strikingly small percentage of tenured teachers are ever dismissed for poor performance” 
(Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010, p. 250).  Instead dismissals are generally for horrendous 
conduct violations (McGuinn, 2010).  “The fear is that once they earn tenure, teachers 
will resist change and be unresponsive to school administrators, boards of education, and 
other stakeholders” (Kersten, 2006, p. 245).  In 2010, Staiger and Rockoff stated the 
typical teacher would improve, “during the first one to three years of teacher experience.  
She will develop her craft, learn her tasks, learn classroom management, and find ways to 
help students learn” (Hanushek, 2010, p. 468).  Research continues to show the 
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effectiveness of the teacher “rises sharply after the first 2 to 3 years in the classroom” 
(Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 107) and the “benefits of experience appear to level off 
after about five years” (Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 7).  However, in 1984, Rosenholtz 
found veteran teachers in schools in which continual learning and collaboration were 
emphasized continued to improve effectiveness (Darling-Hammond, 2000). 
Twelve states have criteria other than years of experience pertaining to tenure and 
for most of them the criteria is “effective or superior evaluations“ (Bruckmeyer, 2012, p. 
133).  The accountability sought ensuring teacher quality in order to promote student 
achievement will require an effective evaluation system on knowledge and skills “so that 
tenure is earned based on demonstrated competence and ongoing assessment of practice 
and outcomes guides expectations and support for professional development” (Darling-
Hammond, 2010, p. 303).  The evaluation process is formally “designed and put into 
practice by districts to meet state statutes and district policies.  This process normally 
consists of two to three formative observations, as well as a summative conference and is 
used to assign teachers a rating at the end of each year” (Ferchen, 2011, p. 4).  In 2006, 
Berube and Dexter found the purpose of the evaluation process was to certify the quality 
of the teacher (Ferchen, 2011).   
Evaluation systems designed by districts are concerned with characteristics of a 
competent teacher (Ferchen, 2011).  Performance based evaluation systems base teacher 
competence on demonstrating ability to teach with specific observable behaviors and 
skills (Ferchen, 2011).  These performance based evaluations looked for ways teachers 
planned lessons to engage and meet various learning styles, manage discipline in their 
classrooms, act professionally, and continue seeking professional development (Ferchen, 
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2011).  Recently, calls for including ability to raise student achievement to teacher 
evaluations from NCLB, Race to the Top grants, ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waivers, 
Darling-Hammond’s Partnership for Teacher Quality and many other educational 
reformers, have added to the tenure debate (Ferchen, 2011). 
Weisberg et al. (2009) found in twelve school districts studied, teachers were all 
treated alike with “90 percent of teachers routinely receiving satisfactory ratings annually 
and that the districts make almost no use of teacher performance for personnel decisions” 
(Sykes & Winchell, 2010, p. 204).  Weisberg et al. (2009) published report investigating 
teacher evaluation and dismissal practices revealed poor performance was not addressed 
or professional development provided (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010).  States have 
argued the flexibility to dismiss or terminate teachers whose evaluations do not meet 
standards based on student achievement is necessary to ensure only quality teachers are 
in the classrooms.  Some researchers estimate using student achievement on standardized 
tests in teacher evaluations including those to determine tenure “will impact student 
achievement as much as 20 percent” (Dowell et al., 2011, p. 2).  However, according to 
Dale Ballou, 2002, other factors like the student’s ability and emotional state along with 
measurement error and random error could affect test scores (Ravitch, 2010).  These 
factors and the fact student growth from year to year can vary could change the 
effectiveness of the teacher according to test scores potentially endangering their tenure 
and job (Ravitch, 2010).  In addition, there are not standardized assessments for all 
subjects, nor assessments to generate enough data for a teacher’s evaluation (Ravitch, 
2010).   
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Goldhaber and Theobald’s, (2011) simulation, with data from Washington State, 
found using performance data such as student achievement scores, instead of years of 
experience would have resulted in fewer numbers dismissed for the same budgetary 
amount because senior teachers had higher salaries.  Evaluations for teacher tenure using 
student achievement could save the same money, dismiss fewer teachers, and have a 
more quality teaching force (Goldhaber & Theobald, 2011).  On the other hand,  
Hanushek (2010) claims the economic impact of creating policy to determine low quality 
teachers and dismissing would take time and money.  
In the state of Missouri, the tenure debate continues in reform groups and 
legislators’ attempts to pass changes to the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act and teacher 
organizations efforts to thwart such attempts.  Although the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act 
states a tenured teacher should be dismissed for incompetency and inefficiency, these are 
not defined (LawServer, 2009b).  In 2011, State Representative Dieckhaus proposed 
multi-year contracts instead of indefinite ones and student achievement on tests not only 
be included in assessing teachers for tenure, but to count for fifty percent of the 
evaluation.  Dieckhaus was quoted in the St. Louis Dispatch claiming, "It's time we move 
away from paying people based on how long they've been teaching and what piece of 
paper they have hanging on the wall" (Young, 2011, p. 1).  This promotes the idea of 
basing tenure on teaching skills, but also creates a tiered system of ranking teachers.  
State Representative Tishaura Jones supported eliminating the automatic renewal contract 
in tenure stating, "Any job I've had in regular industry, if I didn't perform, I lost my job" 
(Young, 2011, p. 1).  In the same article, State Representative Joe Aull thought 
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eliminating tenure would create a too competitive environment among teachers and 
hinder collaboration (Young, 2011). 
Mike Reid, lobbyist for the Missouri School Boards Association affirmed the 
Association’s support for parts of House Bill 628, “because it replaces lifetime tenure for 
teachers with multi-year contracts” (Young, 2011, p. 1).  A lobbyist for the MSTA, Mike 
Wood, in support of keeping tenure said, “Tenure gives teachers the independence to 
maintain high standards and advocate for children, even if it makes parents or 
administrators mad” (Young, 2011, p.1).  Wood continued explaining tenure "is there to 
protect against an arbitrary termination" (Young, 2011), not poor teachers because they 
can be dismissed, even if they have tenure if the due process procedures are followed 
(Young, 2011).  Wood also expressed concern in the vagueness of what tests would be 
used to gauge student achievement (Young, 2011).  President of the American Federation 
of Teachers (AFT), Randi Weingarten, indicated if due process procedures were still 
included in tenure policies, the AFT would consider supporting using student test scores 
in evaluating teachers (Viteritti, 2012).   
In the 2012 bill, State Senate Jane Cunningham focused on eliminating the 
automatic renewal contract in tenure by stating, "As long as the teacher does not own 
their job, they're going to be working to prove themselves" (Young, 2012, p. 1).  State 
Senator, Brad Lager commented, "Teachers don't want the repeal of tenure, but they'll tell 
you there's got to be a better way of getting rid of bad teachers.  What we can't do is 
allow teachers who aren't getting the job done to stay in the classroom" (Young, 2012).  
MSTA lobbyists Wood explains the design of tenure is to protect the good teacher from 
being pressured out not designed to shelter a bad teacher (Young, 2012).   
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Some people, such as Linda Henke, superintendent of the Maplewood-Richmond 
Heights, and Joe Knodell, a former superintendent indicated it is not tenure keeping 
ineffective teachers in the classroom, but ineffective administrators who are not 
dismissing tenured teachers because of the long and expensive process (Young, 2012).  A 
leading educational expert, Diane Ravitch agrees since principals evaluate teachers for 
tenure “it is crucial that principals have prior experience as teachers and understand what 
good teaching is and how to recognize it.  They will be called upon to evaluate and help 
struggling teachers, which they cannot do unless they have experience in the classroom” 
(Ravitch, 2010, p. 192).  Krista Meyer, the Missouri State Teachers Association Political 
Action Manager, explains an effective evaluation system can be implemented without 
eliminating tenure but effectiveness should not include a percentage based on student 
achievement on state assessments to be fifty percent as the bill mandates (Rosenbaum, 
2012).  Otto Fajen, a lobbyist for the MNEA, concurs the state needs to insist on a high-
quality evaluation system to help improve teachers or help counsel them out of the 
profession, but the mandates of the bill are questionable in terms of good policy or if they 
would even be workable (Rosenbaum, 2012).  Fajen would like to see the Missouri 
Tenure Act granted earlier than the current five years, because in years leading up to 
tenure, teachers can be dismissed without due process (Rosenbaum, 2012). 
Removing tenured teachers, as Superintendent Henke explains, is possible, 
although the process does take time to allow teachers to develop a plan and improve but 
if improvement is not made the teacher is removed (Young, 2012).  Henke continues 
saying once principals establish they can and will go through the process; it helps some 
teachers realize teaching may not be right for them (Young, 2012).  However, other 
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superintendents, Stanton Lawrence and Kevin Adams, would like to see changes in 
tenure so it is not an excuse for teachers to not improve or be held accountable (Young, 
2012).  Changes they propose are more often and in-depth evaluation of teachers or 
moving tenure to the end of a ten-year probationary period (Young, 2012).  
The 2013 House Bill 631 offered teachers would keep the permanent contract, but 
33 percent of teacher evaluations would be based on student growth on state tests, the rest 
of the evaluation would consist of multiple sources of measure (Blank, 2013).  This falls 
in agreement with Ravitch (2010) suggestion “Data about test score gains should be used 
in conjunction with observations and peer evaluations…numbers count for something, 
but on-site evaluation by an experienced, knowledgeable professional should count even 
more” (Ravitch, 2010, pp. 191-192).  Although some state legislators have spoken out on 
the subject of teacher tenure, mostly in opposition to it, it is not known what perception 
most hold on teacher tenure, its terms, or its impact.  Neither does their vote to accept or 
reject bills indicate their views.  In some instances, bills are altered to receive backing.  In 
Senate Bill 806 (2012), Cunningham removed the elimination of teacher tenure and the 
requirement of teachers with more than two years of ineffective evaluations be dismissed 
to get enough support for the bill (Young, 2012).  Quotes from state legislators 
supporting tenure were not found in newspaper articles (Young, 2011; Rosenbaum, 2012; 
Young 2012; Blank, 2013; Reischman, 2013, July, Reischman, 2013, September).  
Supporting quotes came from teacher organizations, another indication, legislators’ 
insight about teacher tenure is not easily known.  
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Summary 
The literature review provided insights into several areas within the context of this 
study.  First, educational change occurs when expectations and current practices are not 
align as a result of external forces adjusting an expectation or practice, accepted norms 
changing dramatically, or conditions occurring rapidly ahead of adjustments (Hansen, 
2001).  Although change can be internal from teachers and administrators (Goodson, 
2001), recently, educational change has been introduced through external agents (Waks, 
2007) such as the national and state legislatures.  
Second, while national legislators have a long history of funding education 
(Hirschland & Steinmo, 2003), their involvement in education shifted to stipulate 
requirements and ensure compliance by tying them to funding with the passing of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (Sharma, 2013) and its 
reauthorizations (Heise, 1994), particularly the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). 
NCLB, the Race to the Top (RTT) grants, and ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waivers 
mandated testing for all students, teacher quality standards, improving student 
achievement, and the use of student achievement data from standardized tests to evaluate 
teacher quality, compensation, and tenure (Viteritti, 2012).  
Missouri state legislators’ history started with the establishment and structure of 
education in Missouri, including teacher certification (Townsend, 1976), but changed to 
ensuring quality teachers and increasing student achievement through mandated testing 
(Forbis & Hardy, 1995).  Currently, Missouri legislature’s involvement enacting teaching 
standards and an evaluation system to meet NCLB, RTT grants, and ESEA/NCLB 
Flexibility Waivers federal mandates (Department of Education, 2010a; Department of 
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Education, 2012).  Missouri did not receive a grant, but was awarded a waiver based on 
implementation of a teacher evaluation system using student achievement data to identify 
teacher quality for recognition, probation, and tenure (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012b). 
Next, NCLB defined teacher quality as one with a subject degree, state certificate, 
has displayed subject knowledge on an assessment and grade appropriate teaching skills 
in the classroom, and increases student achievement (NCLB, 2001).  Many studies show 
a highly qualified teacher will raise student achievement as gauged by assessment scores 
on standardized tests more than a low quality teacher (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Yeh, 
2008; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010; Goldhaber & 
Hansen, 2010).  Other factors, however, such as school size, class size, curriculum, and 
student motivation can also influence student achievement whether the teacher is high or 
low quality (Easley, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Kennedy, 2010).   
Teacher quality is difficult to measure and it is not known for sure which part 
actually raises student achievement or whether it can be separated from all other factors 
possibly effecting students.  While Guyton and Farokhi (1987) indicate subject and 
teaching knowledge of a teacher correlated with quality (Kaplan & Owing, 200), Hess 
(2001) suggests these do not guarantee high quality teachers.  In addition, years of 
experience can be considered to increase quality (Dewey, 1939; Darling-Hammond, 
2000; Hess, 2001), but it is not an assurance for there are quality beginning teachers 
(Darling-Hammond, 2000) and experienced teachers not of quality (Hanushek, 2010).   
Including student test scores in evaluations of quality convolutes the issue.  
Advocates of value added models (VAMs) claim they are an effective, accurate method 
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to isolate the effects of the teacher on student achievement to determine quality teachers 
(Rivers & Sanders, 2002; Braun, 2005; Viteritti, 2012).  While critics of VAMs assert 
concerns with statistical and methodology errors (Yeh, 2008; Kelly, 2012) and the ability 
to separate teacher effects from others (Braun, 2005; Kelly, 2012).  Student achievement 
in teacher evaluations will effect personnel decisions like granting and keeping tenure.   
Finally, a long, hard battle was fought for teachers to be able to have tenure both 
on the national and state levels.  Tenure is seen on one hand as a safeguard, as guarantee 
due process, as protection from groundless, teaching unrelated dismissal (Coleman, et al., 
2005).  On the other hand, tenure is seen as a hindrance to improving teacher quality 
(Ravitch, 2010) by limiting dismissal to specific grounds, which does not always include 
the teacher’s inability to teach (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Many states have made changes to 
their tenure laws in the last few years, but several states have not, including Missouri 
(Baker, et al., 2013).  But within the last four years, bills have been proposed in the 
Missouri legislature suggesting change (Missouri House of Representatives, 2011; 2012a; 
2012b; 2013; 2014a; 2014b) bringing the tenure debate to Missouri. 
Supporters of tenure claim tenure is needed so teachers can perform their job 
without worry of being fired for trying new methods (Phillips, 2009) or for reasons not 
pertaining to teaching (Coleman et al., 2005).  Opponents of tenure maintain the system 
had created an environment where tenured teachers do not improve for there is no 
incentive to do so (Phillips, 2009) and student achievement suffers (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  
The debate includes the length of a teacher’s contract whether indefinite or renewable 
and obtaining tenure by including student achievement with evaluations (Baratz-
Snowden, 2009).  Indefinite contracts are seen as a job for life, although tenured teachers 
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can be dismissed through a difficult and lengthy process (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  Adding 
student achievement is thought to make it easier to identify and dismiss low quality 
teachers (Goldhaber & Theobald, 2011), however, other factors out of the teacher’s 
control can influence student achievement and endanger a teacher’s job and tenure 
(Ravitch, 2010).  The debate also contains the implementation of tenure by administrators 
who are not able to identify and evaluate quality teaching or understand the procedures of 
dismissing a low performing tenured teacher (Ravitch, 2010). 
The literature review of the history of government’s involvement in educational 
change, teacher quality as a change, and tenure as a method of change was necessary to 
grasp the objective of the study to understand Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of 
tenure.  In Chapter three, the research method, the purpose for undertaking the study, 
research questions and the research design are described in depth.  
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CHAPTER THREE  
METHODOLOGY 
Government initiated education reform has been the norm since the No Child Left 
Behind Act (2001).  State legislators across the county are considering teacher tenure 
reform and are trying to balance improving teacher quality with increasing student 
achievement.  This balancing attempt, especially in Missouri, has returned focus on the 
issue of qualifying for teacher tenure.  Several Missouri State legislators have introduced 
bills in the Missouri legislature aiming to change the current system.  A tenured teacher 
enjoys employment free from being terminated for arbitrary reasons.  On the other hand, 
the very law protecting competent teachers from unfair dismissal also protects 
incompetent teachers.  To date, research has been on teachers and administrators’ 
perceptions of teacher tenure, but one group left out are those making the actual decision 
regarding state law, the state legislators.   
This chapter outlined the research method starting with the purpose for 
undertaking the study.  Next, research questions were stated, followed by the research 
design.  Hatch (2002) stated any research should start with the researcher examining 
assumptions and beliefs of worldviews to build the research design.  Not doing so risks 
“producing work that lacks logical consistency at the least or flies in the face of 
theoretical integrity at the worst” (Hatch, 2002, p. 12).  The researcher’s worldview was 
acknowledged and connections and reasonings leading to the method and strategies used 
in constructing the study were specified.  The study’s design began with defining the 
population and detailing the sampling techniques, and rationales.  Data collection 
procedures and types of data collected were identified and described in depth.  The 
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Informed Consent process and explanation of participants’ protection were included.  
Typology and inductive analysis was identified as the data anlaysis method and the 
process provided.  The reasercher’s role was established and her trustworthiness justified 
lending credibility to the research.  The limitations, delimitations, and assumptions of the 
study and researcher were delineated.  Finally, a methodology summary concludes the 
chapter.  A clear and justifiable design was vital to accomplish the purpose of the study to 
explore the northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions regarding teacher tenure. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The researcher’s purpose for this descriptive case study was to investigate 
Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of Missouri teacher tenure.  This research 
presented basic information “where little research had been conducted” (Merriam, 1988, 
p. 38).  Since state legislators were not included in any research found, a basic description 
of their perceptions must come “before hypothesizing or theory testing” (Merriam, 1988, 
p. 38).  The study added to teacher tenure research and created a database of legislators’ 
perceptions for future research, such as exploring causes of perceptions or comparisons 
with teachers and administrators’ perceptions.  The study also added to decision-making 
knowledge balancing ‘common good’ versus ‘individual right’ concerning students 
receiving quality teaching and fair teacher dismissals.  Advocates on both sides of the 
teacher tenure issue cannot know state legislators’ perceptions simply by their vote.  
Knowledge and insight gained by the study was thought to help generate further 
discussions about a teacher tenure policy beneficial to students (common good) and 
teachers (individual right).   
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Research Questions 
The overarching research question, “What are northwest Missouri state 
legislators’ perceptions of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act?” guided the research and 
addressed the purpose of the study.  Addition questions stemmed from this include the 
following: 
1. What do northwest Missouri state legislators’ know about teacher tenure 
specifications listed in the current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act? 
2. What do northwest Missouri state legislators’ know about the proposed 
changes to the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act? 
3. What are northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions on the impact of 
the current Missouri teacher tenure? 
4. What are northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions on the impact of 
the proposed changes? 
Design for the Study 
The basis of a research design is the “philosophical assumptions researchers bring 
to the study, the types of research strategies used overall in the research and the specific 
methods employed in conducting these strategies” (Creswell, 2009, p. 3).  The social 
constructivist’s philosophical assumptions, a qualitative approach, and a descriptive case 
study were used to construct and guide the study.  Social constructivist assumptions are 
grounded upon the belief reality is not a universal perspective, but an individual one 
(Hatch, 2002).  Reality is captured “through firsthand experience, truthful reporting, and 
quotations of actual conversations” (Tuli, 2010, p. 100).  To a social constructivist, this 
knowledge is interpretive and used to understand a particular phenomenon.  
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Social constructivist researchers use a qualitative methodology to “investigate, 
interpret and describe social realities” (Tuli, 2010, p. 101).  A qualitative methodology 
was chosen because its strategies best discover the Missouri state legislators’ perceptions 
as it focuses on individual meaning and obtains “an insider’s view of the group under 
study” (Tuli, 2010, p. 102).  The best process for participants to make “meanings of their 
own realities” (Tuli, 2010, p. 101) and express their views freely was through qualitative 
interviewing.  Open-ended questions indicative of qualitative research were used rather 
than a quantitative survey to gain more in-depth perceptions and so the researcher could 
properly interpret the issue’s complexity.  Qualitative methodology was used because 
meaning and interpretations are built inductively from the data (Creswell, 2009).  The 
interpretations provided a wider basis for further research indicative of a qualitative 
descriptive case study.  
The case study method was selected because the focus on Missouri state 
legislators’ perceptions of teacher tenure coincides with the case study definition to 
investigate “a contextualized contemporary phenomenon within specified boundaries” 
(Hatch, 2002, p.30).  A bounded phenomenon referred to “a program, an event, a process, 
an institution, or a social group” (Merriam, 1988, p. 13) and in this study referred to the 
defeat of consecutive bills proposing changes to teacher tenure.  The study was bounded 
by looking at only Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of teacher tenure and its impact 
to teacher quality and thus to student achievement.  The case study was descriptive 
because the goal of the study is not to formulate any hypothesis or be guided by an 
established hypothesis, but to provide insight into an area of education not yet researched 
to round out the knowledge of an issue (Merriam, 1988). 
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Participants and Sampling Procedures 
Qualitative research suggests identifying participants and “purposefully 
select[ing]…[those] that will best help…understand the problem and research question” 
(Creswell, 2009, p. 178).  Missouri state legislators were selected based on the recent 
defeated legislation and the researcher’s access to participants.  The study’s population 
was the one hundred ninety-five Missouri state legislators in office at the time of the 
study.   
Consistent with qualitative research, the population sample did not have to be 
large in number.  The researcher chose a homogeneous sample, “participants who share 
common characteristics…useful to studying small subgroups in depth” (Hatch, 2002, p. 
50).  Common characteristics Missouri state legislators shared were elected officials, 
from northwest Missouri, and male.  The state legislators were chosen from northwest 
Missouri following Creswell’s (2009) nonrandom sampling technique.  They were 
chosen because the researcher is from northwest Missouri and having met several state 
legislators previous to the study used the trust built to lesson their anonymity concern and 
to ensure a willingness to be interviewed and speak candidly.  The researcher used a map 
dividing the state into areas to find what constituted northwest Missouri and the state 
legislators to be interviewed (Missouri Business Education Association, n.d.).  Northwest 
Missouri held thirteen state representatives and senators (Missouri House of 
Representatives, 2014c).  State representatives and senators were chosen to broaden the 
sample, protect their anonymity, and ensure depth in data (Hatch, 2002). 
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Data Collection 
The study concentrated on interpreting data collected by the researcher as the data 
collection instrument.  This section describes the procedures used to collect data.  The 
rationale for the data collection method was fully explained and aligned with research 
questions.  Data collection started in June while state legislators were not in session.  
Parameters and protocols of data collection and document/artifact used are outlined.  The 
data analysis method was justified and human subjects’ protection and other ethical 
considerations were specified. 
Data collection procedures.  The researcher used interviews with open-ended 
questions, observations, and documents/artifacts.  The major focus of the study was 
Missouri state legislators’ perception on teacher tenure, proposed changes and impacts of 
both; therefore, interviews were a necessity because they are best to find out “what is in 
and on someone else’s mind” (Patton, 1990, p. 278).  Observation was used to strengthen 
data confirming participants’ knowledge and understanding of teacher tenure and provide 
information not stated in the interviews, like a change in view or a more detailed 
explanation of impacts (Hatch, 2002).  Document analysis of state statutes and proposed 
bills were used to judge state legislators’ knowledge of the current Missouri Teacher 
Tenure Act and the proposed changes.  
Interviews.  Data collection began with open-ended, guiding interview questions 
(Appendix B) designed to enable participants to explain their viewpoints and not worry 
about correctness and to gain valuable information (Hatch, 2002).  Names and email 
addresses were obtained from the Missouri State Employees’ Retirement System web 
pages (Missouri House of Representatives, 2014c).  Initial contact was a recruitment 
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email (Appendix C) introducing the researcher and the study and indicating a phone call 
would follow.  The Informed Consent (Appendix A) was attached to the recruitment 
email.  The phone call protocol (Appendix D) further explained the study and secured 30-
minute one-on-one interviews set up with their choice of time, and date.   
The researcher held formal, semi-structured interviews with thirteen state 
legislators from northwest Missouri and was in control of questioning, taping, and 
transcribing interviews (Hatch, 2002).  The interview protocol “for asking questions and 
recording answers” (Creswell, 2009, p. 183) was created in advance and followed.  The 
researcher started with Informed Consent (Appendix A) and explained participants’ 
choice to read the transcript and interpretations in order to deny use or change any 
wording forming the risk-free setting.  The legality of keeping data for seven years was 
stated and contact information given.  The researcher’s respectfulness allowed 
participants to offer viewpoints easily and follow up questions allowed for answer 
expansion and clarification (Hatch, 2002).  The researcher signaled the interview’s end 
asking if there was anything else to add and thanked the participants (Hatch, 2002).  
Observations.  After interviews, participants were observed during floor debates 
in the Missouri General Assembly, as qualitative research involves “data typically 
collected in the participant’s setting” (Creswell, 2009, p. 4).  The researcher was a 
complete observer and nonparticipant, since only state legislators are able to participate 
in the floor debates.  As a nonparticipant, the researcher took extensive field notes, 
capturing statements “more verbatim” (Hatch, 2002, p. 75) and did not lose perspective 
by becoming lost in participating.  Participants were unaware of the observation.  A 
descriptive observation field note protocol was followed, notes were hand written and 
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included “descriptions of contexts, actions, and conversations written in as much detail as 
possible” (Hatch, 2002, p. 76).  Raw field notes were then immediately converted into an 
expanded typed account after the observation ended (Hatch, 2002).  
Documents.  Missouri statues, proposed bills, statements released by the Missouri 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE), and newspapers were 
collected throughout the study.  Documents/artifacts provided “an alternative perspective 
on the phenomenon being studied” (Hatch, 2002, p. 119).  All documents/artifacts were 
public electronic files accessed from the Missouri government Web page, DESE Web 
page, and online newspapers.  Notes were taken electronically by highlighting and 
inserting comments on the documents/artifacts and saved to the computer and a thumb 
drive to prevent data loss.  
Human subjects protection and other ethical considerations.  The researcher 
completed the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Compliance Training and acquired the 
IRB exemption for studies with voluntary participation and exempt population.  The 
Informed Consent (Appendix A) was constructed with the University of Missouri 
Campus IRB requirements (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1998).  
Information was provided so subjects could make an informed decision whether or not to 
participate and be assured participation will not adversely affect their rights or welfare 
(Hatch, 2002).  A copy of the Informed Consent (Appendix A) was attached with the 
recruitment email (Appendix C), explicitly explained in the phone call, and concerns 
addressed at the start of the interview ensuring the subject’s comprehension of the 
information.  This allowed sufficient time for subjects to consider participation and 
receive answers to any concerns or questions.  Informed Consent was agreed to before 
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any data was gathered.  A copy was given to the participant and the researcher kept the 
original.   
Giving participants pseudonyms within the data and final paper protected their 
identities and only the researcher viewed data (Hatch, 2002).  Participants’ protection was 
enhanced and secured by protocols used to set up a risk-free atmosphere, such as setting 
choices, and participants being able to inspect data collected from their interview and 
interpretations to correct any errors and have input on the interpretation of their 
comments (Creswell, 2009). 
Data Analysis 
Typological analysis, proposed in 1993 by LeCompte and Preissle and developed 
by Hatch (2002) into a model, was used for data analysis.  Preset typologies or categories 
were created based upon the research purpose to explore Missouri state legislators’ 
perceptions of teacher tenure and then used to analyze data (Hatch, 2002).  The first 
major topics identified for analysis were teacher tenure requirements: the years of 
experience or performance based upon student achievement.  Other areas identified 
included teacher quality and student achievement.  The interview questions (Appendix B) 
were designed around these categories and data read with one category at a time in mind 
creating a summary of all the data in regards to each one (Hatch, 2002).  However, since 
“all qualitative is characterized by an emphasis on inductive research” (Hatch, 2002, p. 
161), the researcher also read data using open coding “generating categories of 
information” (Creswell, 2009, p. 184), so other important categories not predetermined 
surfaced and filled any unaccounted gaps (Hatch, 2002).   
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Data gathered from interviews, observations and documents/artifacts analysis was 
triangulated to help construct the context of Missouri state legislators’ perceptions about 
teacher tenure (Hatch, 2002).  Themes or “statements of meaning that run through all or 
most of the pertinent data” (Hatch, 2002, p. 156) were examined.  Typological analysis 
themes from the conceptual framework were first used to code data.  The researcher 
decided if themes were supported by the data, worth reporting, and if any contradictions 
to themes existed within the data thus using reduction (Hatch, 2002).  The researcher then 
inductively read the data to identify other themes of importance.  After identification and 
verification of themes, the researcher scanned for “connections across what had been 
found” (Hatch, 2002, p. 158).  Once these connections were made, generalizations were 
created to express the relationship between categories pulling the study together.  The last 
step of the typological model used was to revisit the data to select powerful examples to 
support the proclaimed generalizations (Hatch, 2002).  
Role of the Researcher (Positionality) 
The NCLB’s accountability factor continues to push educational reform, and 
teacher tenure has become the current focus in Missouri.  The researcher chose to narrow 
the focus to “What are northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of the Missouri 
Teacher Tenure Act?” because they will decide to maintain current tenure requirements 
or include performance based upon increasing student achievement.  The researcher 
acknowledged a bias against teacher tenure without a performance-based requirement.  In 
some cases, the current teacher tenure allows lower quality teachers in the classroom.  
The current method of obtaining tenure is unreliable in determining teacher quality, 
although basing tenure solely on student achievement does not consider many variables 
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in student learning.  The researcher was a teacher in several schools and districts where 
low quality tenured teachers remained in the classroom and did not improve their 
teaching.  Now a retired teacher, the researcher’s occupation, gender, race, culture or 
background did not influence the interpretation of the data.  The researcher was 
committed to go where the research led and made a conscious effort not to transfer any 
bias or opinions upon the participants or the findings.    
Trustworthiness 
Qualitative studies address trustworthiness of the data and the researcher 
collecting the data (Patton, 1999).  To address trustworthiness, the researcher deliberately 
designed and followed steps ensuring credibility, dependability, transferability, and 
confirmability.   
Credibility.  Qualitative credibility was achieved through thick, rich description, 
triangulation, and member checking (Tracy, 2010).  Detailed descriptions and many 
perspectives were provided and making results more realistic and richer (Creswell, 2009).  
By providing details, readers draw conclusions in context and are not told what to think, 
ensuring accurate interpretations within context and adding validity to the study (Tracy, 
2010).  Triangulation, or using multiple data sources to verify information, was used 
because finding the same themes in multiple sources expanded validity.  Contradictions 
to themes were also acknowledged and evidenced (Creswell, 2009).  Using typological 
and inductive methods of analysis “increases scope, deepens understanding and 
encourages consistent (re) interpretation” (Tracy, 2010, p. 843).  The researcher used 
member checking when participants asked questions or gave feedback, adding credibility 
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between the researcher’s findings and the participants’ understandings (Tracy, 2010) and 
ensuring the researcher did not suppress, falsify, or invent findings (Creswell, 2009).   
Dependability.  Dependability indicates reliability in a qualitative study.  To 
ensure reliability, the researcher documented procedural steps and added levels of cross 
checks to make sure transcripts were accurate and code definitions were consistently 
applied (Creswell, 2009).  Dependability also emphasizes the need to account for any 
changes to the research setting, context, or design and how they “affected the way the 
researcher approached the study” (Trochim, 2006).  Any changes were included and 
analyzed within the findings and conclusions. 
Transferability.  While qualitative research’s objective is not to generalize 
findings to a broader scope, it does serve for knowledge gained from research to be 
transferable and “useful in other settings, populations, or circumstances” (Tracy, 2010, p. 
845).  Using direct testimony and thick, rich description assured transferability and 
“writing accessibly and invitationally” (Tracy, 2010, p. 845) helped transferability for the 
reader’s application in his or her own setting.    
Confirmability.  Participants verifying accuracy of transcripts established 
confirmability, the degree results are confirmed or corroborated by others” (Trochim, 
2006).  Further confirmability occurred when participants read over interpretations, 
findings, and conclusions indicative of member checking. 
Limitations, Delimitations, and Assumptions 
The study’s limitations, delimitations, and assumptions were addressed in this 
section.  Limitations, out of the researcher’s control, served as future research.  
Delimitations, under the researcher’s control, were made consciously, thoughtfully, and 
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with discernment considering implications.  Assumptions of qualitative research and the 
researcher were explained. 
Limitations 
A limitation was state legislators in northwest Missouri are male and all but one 
was Republican.  During observations, not all thirteen participants were present or did not 
speak. 
Delimitations 
Sampling delimitations were the use of only one region in the state as opposed to 
the entire state and only thirteen state legislators were in the sample instead of all 
legislators.  Missouri state legislators’ perceptions from other regions may differ from 
participants.  A setting delimitation was interviewing state legislators for only thirty 
minutes.  No data was included about the Missouri state legislators’ lives or how life 
experiences affected perceptions.  The study was designed only to capture their 
perceptions, not causes and to produce “a worthy case study…too lengthy, too detailed, 
or too involved for busy policy makers and educators to read and use” (Merriam, 1988, p. 
42) or producing oversimplifications leading to false conclusions and generalizing the 
results to all state legislators (Merriam, 1988).  
Assumptions 
 The largest qualitative research assumptions used in design were to understand 
“how people make sense out of their lives, delineate the process (rather than outcome or 
product) of meaning-making, and describe how people interpret what they experience” 
(Merriam, 2009, p. 14).  The best methods to acquire meaning and understanding was 
through the researcher as the primary instrument for data collection, interviewing people 
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and observing them in their natural setting, using multiple data collecting methods, and 
producing a rich, descriptive, and detailed product shaped by the data and analysis 
(Merriam, 2009).  A basic assumption was “the researcher will not know what will be 
discovered, what or whom to concentrate on, or what the final analysis will be like” 
(Merriam, 2009, p. 171).  The research design was responsive to changes arising 
throughout the study capturing the complexity of multiple viewpoints and limiting the 
reduction of data (Creswell, 2009).  The final qualitative assumption involved viewing 
data interpretively, holistically, and through a theoretical lens (Creswell, 2009).   
 The researcher as a teacher, and seeing first-hand retention of lower quality, 
tenured teachers created in her personal assumption state legislators did not understand 
the implementations and impacts of tenure or the impact of changes.  It is assumed by the 
researcher the more information collected from Missouri state legislators will produce a 
better understanding of Missouri teacher tenure.  It was assumed the study prompted 
more research on Missouri state legislators, Missouri teacher tenure, and insight 
applicable in other states. 
Summary 
 Teacher tenure is highlighted in this age of increased national and state 
governments’ involvement.  State legislators who mandate teacher tenure have not been 
studied.  Insight and knowledge gained not only filled a gap in literature, but also 
encouraged more research and discussions.  The researcher’s worldview, social 
constructivism, led to a qualitative descriptive case study research question, “What are 
northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act?”  
northwest Missouri state legislators were chosen and reasoning and selection process was 
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explained.  Data collected, analyzed and triangulated were interviews, observations and 
documents/artifacts.  Methods of data analysis were described.  Participants’ protection, 
other ethical concerns, and the Informed Consent process were addressed.  Data analysis 
was described as a combination of typological and inductive methods.  The researcher’s 
role as a former teacher and bias in favor of eliminating years of experience as a 
requirement for teacher tenure were clearly stated.  The research and researcher’s 
trustworthiness consisting of credibility, dependability, transferability and confirmability 
were conveyed in depth.  In conclusion, limitations, delimitations, and assumptions of the 
research were identified and addressed to add to the stability of the research.  In chapter 
four, the data gathered from the study and insights generated are shared. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
Although Massachusetts introduced the first teacher tenure act in 1886 (Van Horn 
& Schaffner, 2003), most other states did not pass tenure acts until the 1950s and 1960s 
(Coleman et al., 2005).  It did not exist in Missouri until 1970 (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.104, 2012).  Recently, teacher tenure has become a national and state issue 
mainly because of the federal government’s intervention into education.  With the No 
Child Left Behind Act (Dowell, Hodgeman, Littlefield, & Tracey, 2011), the Race-to-the-
Top grant program, and ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waivers (Baker et al., 2013), states are 
being held more accountable for teachers being high quality and to incorporate student 
achievement data into evaluating that quality.  In addition, public outcry for reform has 
been spurred on by leading educational reformers, such as Linda Darling-Hammond and 
Michelle Rhee; both believe quality should also be considered when granting teachers 
tenure (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ravitch, 2010), and by such media events as the 
documentary, Waiting for Superman, connecting failing American schools with teacher 
tenure protecting ineffective teachers (Holden, 2010).  
In recent years, many states have looked at their teacher tenure laws.  Some states, 
like New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Colorado, changed elements of teacher tenure.  Other 
states, such as Iowa, Montana, North Dakota, Vermont, and Missouri, have not made any 
changes.  Idaho, Florida, and Mississippi have eliminated teacher tenure altogether 
(Baker et al., 2013).  Perceptions of the two most involved groups, teachers and 
principals, have already been gathered through several studies (Kersten, 2006; Clowes, 
2003; White-Smith, 2002).  Studies concluded teachers and principals believe teacher 
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tenure protects teachers, but does not mean the tenured teacher is high quality (Kersten, 
2006; Clowes, 2003; White-Smith, 2002).  State legislatures across the United States are 
determining the parameters of teacher tenure, and it is critical to study their perceptions 
of the issue since state legislators may cast their votes to maintain or change teacher 
tenure without a working knowledge of it or its impact on teachers, students, teacher 
quality, and subsequently, student achievement.  Bills proposing changes to teacher 
tenure were brought before Missouri state legislators the last four years.  This study 
concentrated on interviewing state legislators from northwest Missouri and provided 
insight into state legislators’ perceptions and knowledge regarding teacher tenure, its 
proposed changes, and the impact of both.  The results from this study added and 
strengthened the body of literature on teacher tenure by including a group not yet studied, 
the decision-making group, the state legislators.  Knowledge of legislators’ perceptions 
can lead to further discussions beneficial to all involved in the teacher tenure issue.  
Chapter four provided results from the analysis of data gathered from the six 
legislators who participated by granting interviews about their perceptions regarding 
Missouri teacher tenure and its impact and proposed changes to the tenure law and its 
possible impact.  The researcher interviewed six current state legislators from northwest 
Missouri.  State laws, bills, released state and federal documents and communications, 
and northwest Missouri newspapers were analyzed to better understand current Missouri 
teacher tenure policy and its proposed changes.  In addition, data was triangulated with 
the literature review gathered in chapter two of the study.  Data collected from all three 
points was coded through established themes of typological analysis, open coding used 
for developing main ideas, and axial coding was used for emerging themes (Hatch, 2002).   
  
96 
This chapter added to the methodology by further describing the setting for the 
case study and the relationship of researcher to the research.  The description of the 
participants, the settings for the interviews, and the process for document and literature 
collection and analysis were also further discussed.  Next, data analysis procedures used 
in typological coding, open coding, and axial coding were presented by the researcher.  
Findings from the data were then delineated in themes and subthemes.  The themes and 
subthemes of the findings from the data were presented in relation to the four research 
questions.  Examples of data to support the findings were offedered within the discussion 
of the themes and subthemes.  Examples included excerpts from legislator interviews, 
and collected documents.  Finally, a summary concluded the chapter.   
Setting for the Case Study  
According to the Missouri Business Education Association (MBEA), northwest 
Missouri District number one consists of 18 counties (see figure 2).  Using the boundaries 
depicted in MBEA’s map (see figure 2), the researcher connected the counties listed 
within the northwest region to those identified on the Missouri State House of 
Representatives and Missouri Senate legislative districting maps.  According to the 
districting maps, northwest Missouri had thirteen state representatives and senators 
(Missouri House of Representatives, 2014d; Missouri Senate, 2014b).  State 
representatives in Missouri serve two-year terms with a term limit of eight years.  State 
senators serve four-year terms also limited to eight years.  In northwest Missouri, these 
13 legislators represent 91 mostly rural school districts with one mid-suburban size 
school district (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2014e). 
  
97 
Figure 2.  Map indicating the counties making up northwest Missouri in order to 
determine legislators to interview (Missouri Business Education Association, n.d.). 
Relationship of Researcher to Research 
 As a retired public school classroom teacher and a resident of northwest Missouri, 
the researcher had an interest in the issue of teacher tenure.  The researcher has spent 25 
years as a classroom teacher witnessing what appears to be low quality tenured teachers 
still teaching.  It is vital teachers remain protected from unfair dismissals and allowed to 
make the tough decisions in accordance with their job such as decisions regarding 
students playing time in sports, grades, and student grade or course placement without 
fear of retribution, however, it is just as essential students have quality teachers.  
Proudly powered by Weebly
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Teaching is more than a job; teaching is assuming the responsibility for molding 
children’s knowledge and lives, which contributes or hinders their future.  Today, when 
knowledge and service industries lead the economy, it is even more evident the oss of 
months or even a year of learning due to a low quality teacher (Goldhaber & Theobald, 
2011; Yeh, 2008) can reasonably have long lasting effects on students’ success. 
 The researcher’s background and experiences as a teacher, parent, and community 
member of northwest Missouri contributed to some assumptions of how legislators might 
perceive teacher tenure.  The researcher was committed to ensure neutrality and 
trustworthiness of the study and meticulously adhered to data collection and analysis 
protocols in order to follow the data, and made a conscious effort not to transfer any bias 
or opinions upon the participants or the findings.    
Description of Participants 
Originally, the researcher had planned to interview all thirteen legislators who 
served in the 2014 legislative session.  Nine had been legislators for the last four years or 
more, when bills suggesting changes to teacher tenure had been brought before the 
Missouri General Assembly.  Three of the thirteen had served on the House Elementary 
and Secondary Education Committee, House Education Appropriation Committee, the 
Senate Education Committee, or the Joint Education Committee (see Table 1 note).  It 
was believed all thirteen legislators would grant the researcher an interview since they 
were conducted out of the legislative session, when they were not as busy, and because 
some legislators were ending their term in the legislature.   
All thirteen legislators were contacted via a recruitment email (Appendix C) with 
an initial introduction to the study.  With the initial email, two legislators declined 
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participation and four accepted.  After several weeks, follow-up phone calls were made to 
the four legislators who accepted to be interviewed in order to secure interview dates and 
times and with the remaining seven legislators with five of the seven confirming 
participation.  A total of nine of the thirteen legislators agreed to participate in the study.  
After a second email and a second follow-up phone call, two legislators of the nine never 
responded to set up interviews, but two more legislator interviews were secured.  In total, 
six interviews were conducted with the six legislators who granted interviews.  In 
hindsight, interviewing legislators out of session proved limiting through difficulty in 
reaching legislators to secure interviews.  Also it was found, based on the response of the 
legislators when contacted about participating, more interviews would have been granted 
had the interviews taken place at the time of the initial email or with the follow-up phone 
call while legislators were in session instead of two months later and out of session. 
Table 1 
Legislators’ Characteristics 
YEARS IN 
OFFICE YEARS ON COMMITTEES BACKGROUND 
1 legislator 
served 8 
years  
3 legislators served on the Joint Committee on 
Education for 4 years  
11 legislators were 
Non educators 
2 legislators 
served 5 
years 
1 legislator served on the House Elementary and 
Secondary Education for 2 years 
2 legislators were 
Educators 
6 legislators 
served 4 
years 
2 legislators served on the House Appropriations 
Education Committee for 4 years   
4 legislators 
served 2 
years 
1 legislator served on the Senate Education 4 years  
 
Note:  The three legislators on the Joint Committee were also the ones who served on the 
other three committees. 
  
100 
Interview Setting 
Legislator interviews were secured at the discretion of each legislator’s time and 
convenience with all interviews taking place while legislators were out of session.  Four 
interviews were conducted in person and were held in coffee shops and a cafeteria.  Two 
interviews were conducted via phone with the interview questions (Appendix B) sent in 
advance.  The four interviews held in person were recorded and later transcribed 
professionally.  These interview recordings were high quality even though they were 
recorded in open, somewhat noisy, public places.  Two legislators could not meet and 
asked to provide their answers to interview questions via phone.  Recording the two 
interviews via the phone proved to be difficult; therefore, the researcher typed meticulous 
notes while the legislators answered questions.  An issue did not exist in the two different 
collection strategies, because the recorded interviews were helpful when analyzing any 
areas of the transcript the transcriptionist could not decipher (Hatch, 2002) and with the 
phone interviews, the researcher was able to ask for restatement to ensure accuracy.  It 
would be advantageous in future research to have all interviews recorded.   
Before the start of each interview, the researcher began casual conversation 
leading into a sincere appreciation for the legislator granting the interview.  The 
participants’ choice to read the transcript of the interview and the final paper was 
explained.  All the legislators interviewed expressed interest in reading the final paper.  
The researcher used a prepared set of open-ended interview questions for all interviews.  
To fully grasp legislators’ perceptions, interview questions asked what they knew of the 
current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act as well as proposed changes and what would be the 
impact of keeping tenure the same or changing it.  At the end of the interview, the 
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researcher asked if there was anything else to add and if the legislator would like a copy 
of the interview transcript to verify remarks as a means of member checking (Hatch, 
2002), and if they would like access to the finished dissertation.  Each legislator declined 
a copy of their interview transcript, but requested the finished paper.  
Document Collection 
 During the interview process, alongside gathering the literature review material, 
the researcher created a list of documents helpful in fulfilling an ample depiction of 
legislators’ perception of teacher tenure.  Federal documents gathered were the No Child 
Left Behind Act and Race to the Top grant requirements from federal websites.  State 
documents used were the Missouri revised statue Title XI chapter 168 Sections 102- 130 
(Appendix E), Missouri’s ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waiver application, proposed 
Missouri House and Senate bills from the last four years stating changes to teacher 
tenure, and news releases by the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education (DESE).  All documents were collected from the Missouri government 
website.  In addition, several articles from northwest Missouri newspapers about the 
proposed changes were amassed from newspaper websites.   
Literature Review 
 Originally, the third data point in the methodology was observations.  The 
researcher assumed committee and public hearings over proposed changes to teacher 
tenure would be held in the year of the study since they were held in the three years 
proceeding.  However, within the year of the study, only one hearing was held on March 
5th, in which a proposed bill regarding teacher tenure, SB 251, was listed.  Before the 
hearing, the sponsor of the bill pulled the part regarding teacher tenure (Watson, 2014).  
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The researcher attended two legislative forums in which several northwest Missouri 
legislators answered questions from community members, but teacher tenure was never 
discussed.  Since no observations could be made, the researcher completed the 
triangulation through the analysis of the literature review collected in the preliminary 
stages of the study.  The importance of legislators understanding the aspects of teacher 
tenure, why it has become an issue, and the impacts to teachers and students was 
enhanced from information presented in the literature review. 
Data Analysis 
The researcher conducted this study using interviews, documents, and information 
gathered from the literature review.  All interview transcriptions were read and coded 
according to the preset typological categories created based upon the research, which 
were years of experience, performance (teacher evaluations), teacher quality, and student 
achievement.  To strengthen the study by eliminating gaps and because qualitative 
methodology inductively forms data “from particulars to general themes” (Creswell, 
2009, p. 4), the researcher then used open coding to categorize ideas found in the data 
outside of the predetermined categories.  An iterative codebook was used in the inductive 
analysis whereas if a code continually emerged in each transcript it was kept and if it 
showed in only one transcript it was discarded to later discuss as a possible outlier 
(Creswell, 2009).  Using axial coding, open codes were then funneled into themes.  Data 
gathered from documents and the literature review was coded in the same method as 
interviews.   
The researcher cross-referenced data from interviews with documents and the 
literature review as triangulation to help construct the context of Missouri state 
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legislators’ perceptions about teacher tenure.  The researcher identified and verified 
themes of importance using connections within the data (Hatch, 2002).  Generalizations 
were created to express the relationship between categories pulling the study together.  
The last step used was to revisit all the data to select examples to support the proclaimed 
generalizations (Hatch, 2002).  In cross-referencing the interviews with the documents 
and literature review, the researcher was able to enrich the study, because the data from 
the interviews was also embedded in the documents and literature review. 
Findings from the data 
 After triangulation and coding, the study revealed three themes: (a) Legislators’ 
knowledge: current Missouri teacher tenure, the proposed changes, and stakeholders’ 
perspectives; (b) Causes of the teacher tenure issue: internal and external; and (c) Impact 
of maintaining or changing teacher tenure: security or risks.  The themes and subthemes 
were the result of this case study utilizing data collected from individual interviews, 
documents, and the literature review.  Coding the data produced a representation of what 
northwest Missouri legislators identified to be the parameters, causes, and implications of 
the teacher tenure issue, thus indicating their overall perception of it. 
Table 2 
Findings by Themes and Subthemes. 
Theme 1:  
Legislators’ knowledge 
Theme 2:  
Causes of the teacher tenure 
issue in Missouri 
Theme 3: 
Impact of teacher tenure and 
proposed changes to it 
Current Missouri 
teacher tenure Internal factors Security 
Changes in proposed 
Missouri bills External factors Risks 
Stakeholders 
perspectives   
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Theme 1: Findings by Research Questions #1 and #2: Legislators’ Knowledge 
The first two research questions explored what northwest Missouri state 
legislators knew about teacher tenure listed in the current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act 
and the proposed changes to it.  When the study began, the researcher assumed so much 
attention had been given to the issue in the last four years, legislators would have more 
than a working knowledge of teacher tenure and the changes being proposed in order to 
make informed decisions about the direction of teacher tenure in Missouri.  It quickly 
became apparent from interview transcriptions, document analysis, and literature review, 
legislators interviewed did not fully understand the current teacher tenure terms nor did 
they remember all the changes being requested.  It was understandable legislators who 
served on the education committees had a slight better grasp of teacher tenure and its 
changes than other legislators.  Not all legislators interviewed had equal access to 
committee and public hearings or discussions, but all did have access to current statutes 
and copies of bills being proposed.  The preset categories of years of experience and 
performance based on student achievement coincided with the data collected from the 
first two research questions to create the subthemes of legislator knowledge of the current 
Teacher Tenure Act, the proposed changes, and perspectives of stakeholders. 
Sub theme: Current Missouri teacher tenure.  Only one legislator stated the 
Missouri state statute by name.  The Missouri Revised Statute title eleven-chapter 168, 
sections 102 to 130 (Appendix E) known as the “Teacher Tenure Act” (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.102) describes Missouri teacher tenure.  All the legislators’ responses suggested 
they knew a Missouri statute granted teachers tenure in Missouri.  According to the 
statute, there are three parts to Missouri teacher tenure: (a) the manner in which it is 
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acquired; (b) the benefits of it; and (c) causes for a tenured teacher’s dismissal (Mo. Rev. 
Stat. §XI.168.101-130).  Legislators’ knowledge of each part was sporadic and general. 
Teacher tenure is acquired in Missouri through years of experience and competent 
evaluations (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.104; 128).  A teacher employed by the same district 
for five consecutive years and whom “continues to be employed as a full-time teacher by 
the school district” is considered tenured (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.104).  All the 
legislators interviewed knew there was a ‘years of experience’ requirement, and all but 
one knew it was five years.  Most legislators felt five years of experience was positive for 
the teacher to gain knowledge, continuity, and be able to “add to the environment by 
being a little more outspoken.”  One legislator strongly advocated the five years was 
enough by stating, “We have the longest teacher requirement with five years, most states 
have three, and some have four.  Five is the longest in the country.”  There are three other 
states, besides Missouri, with the five-year condition; however, Ohio has a seven-year 
requisite (Bruckmeyer, 2012).  According to Otto Fajen, MNEA lobbyist, “The norm in 
about half the states is a three-year period” (Rosenbaum, 2012).  Two legislators felt 
differently.  One legislator thought it “shouldn’t take five years to figure out whether you 
have a quality teacher or not,” and another stated years of experience should not be used 
as a basis for teacher tenure.  Northwest newspapers’ attention to teacher tenure also 
emphasized the five years needed before teachers are granted tenure (Young, 2012; 
Rosenbaum, 2012; Blank, 2013; Reischman, 2013, July; Reischman, 2013, September).   
Another section in the statue explains in order for the enforcement of the Teacher 
Tenure Act, school districts must evaluate teachers using “a comprehensive, 
performance-based evaluation…ongoing and of sufficient specificity and frequency to 
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provide for demonstrated standards of competency and academic ability” (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.128).  It is understood the five years must be based upon successful performance 
in order for a teacher to be granted tenure (Reischman, 2013, September).  Only two of 
the legislators mentioned teacher evaluations.  One legislator stated teacher tenure was 
granted, “if they [teachers] have appropriate evaluations,” but the other simply stated 
teachers go through an evaluation process.  Although, a third legislator stated, 
“performance needs to be a factor for being able to retain tenure.”  This legislator felt 
teacher tenure was not based upon “the teacher’s ability to get there and keep it.”  Most 
did not mention evaluations as part of the teacher tenure process or tied student 
achievement to those evaluations.   
The benefits of teacher tenure consist of the teacher being granted an indefinite 
contract and the protection of due process procedures parallel to those granted to a non-
tenured teacher, plus additional measures (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.106; 108; 110; 116; 
118; 120).  An indefinite contract is granted to a tenured teacher, otherwise known as a 
permanent teacher, and continues for an indefinite period subject to the retirement, death, 
resignation, termination, or loss of certification of the teacher or any modifications by 
succeeding indefinite contracts (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.106; 108) in which dates of the 
school year can be changed or the amount of compensation (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.110).  
Only one of the legislators interviewed revealed any knowledge of the indefinite contract, 
stating, “it’s incomprehensible we would give a defined benefit or allow someone 
guaranteed employment for as long as they want without eligibility or evaluation is 
ludicrous.”  One newspaper article quoted a representative from another part of the state 
acknowledging Missouri has a permanent contract status (Rosenbaum, 2012).   
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Due process procedures for all teachers is the ability to request from the school 
board a written explanation for the dismissal and a hearing in which the teacher may have 
a lawyer present, may testify, and “offer testimony of witnesses as well as other evidence 
sustaining his defense and may cross-examine adverse witnesses” (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.101).  Tenured teachers do not have to request a written notification of charges 
for termination of the indefinite contract, as the school board must provide this as well as 
a notice of a hearing on charges (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.116).  The superintendent, or a 
representative, must meet with the teacher “in an effort to resolve the matter” (Mo. Rev. 
Stat. §XI.168.116).  A teacher can still request a hearing before the school board within 
ten days of receiving the written notice; otherwise, the school board may vote to 
terminate the contract (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.116).   
If a hearing takes place, both the school district and the teacher may have counsel 
present, testimony must be sworn in, and the school board has the right to subpoena 
witnesses and documents for themselves or at the request of the teacher (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.118).  A stenographer is required to make a full account of the hearing, and the 
transcript of the proceedings can be made private (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.118).  “All 
costs of the hearing shall be paid by the school board except the cost of counsel for the 
teacher” (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.118) and a decision made within seven days with a 
written copy given to the teacher (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.118).  Not one legislator 
mentioned due process specifically or how they thought having tenure protected teachers. 
In addition to these procedures, tenured teachers may appeal the school board’s 
decision, within 15 days, to the “circuit court of the county where the employing school 
district is located” (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.120) and even appeal to the appellate court 
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(Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.120).  If either court finds in favor of the tenured teacher, 
permanent teacher status is restored and compensation for the period of time for the 
process to take place is granted (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.120).  A news article specifically 
described, “school districts seeking to remove a tenured teacher must provide written 
charges specifying the grounds for dismissal and offer a hearing” (Blank, 2013).  While 
another article offered a more in depth explanation:  
With tenure, they [teachers] have certain legal rights to keep their job.  Districts 
must warn them if they’re deemed deficient and must meet with them to try to 
resolve the problems.  If improvements aren’t, made a district can fire a teacher 
by filing written charges detailing the grounds.  The teacher then can request a 
public hearing before the school board…The teacher also can appeal the board’s 
decision to circuit court. (Young, 2012) 
All of the legislators interviewed knew teacher tenure held protection for teachers, but 
only gave responses in general reference to protection.  Only one specifically stated, 
“…any attempt to revoke a teacher has to be documented,” but still did not provide any 
details.  All other legislator references to due process were general statements indicating 
the protection offered by teacher tenure was a “positive thing for the security of the 
teacher” and was needed.   
The comprehensive due process protection only applies to tenured teachers (Mo. 
Rev. Stat. §XI.168.126).  Until a teacher acquires tenure, school districts wanting to 
dismiss a teacher simply do not renew their contract.  No cause has to be given unless 
requested by the teacher.  Once a teacher is tenured, causes for a tenured teacher’s 
dismissal are outlined in the Teacher Tenure Act.  In addition, special evaluation reports 
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can be prepared to determine “competency of or efficiency of a permanent teacher…in 
accordance with the policy of the employing school district and to any written standards 
of performance which may have been adopted by the school board” (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§XI.168.114).  Termination can only occur for immoral conduct; incompetency, 
inefficiency or insubordination; willful or persistent violation of, or disobedience of, state 
laws or school board regulations; excessive absences; conviction “of a felony or a crime 
involving moral turpitude;” (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.114) or if the teacher is unable to 
teach because of a physical or mental condition (Mo. Rev. Stat. §XI.168.114).  Two 
legislators referenced removing a tenured teacher.  One commented, “I know that if 
there’s a teacher not doing their job even if they have tenure they can be terminated.”  
Not one legislator noted any reasons for tenured teachers to be dismissed or the fact 
teachers without tenure can be dismissed without cause.  Blank’s article (2012) in the 
Kansas City Star is the only one outlining explicit causes stated in the statute. 
Sub theme: Suggested changes to Missouri tenure.  In the last four years, six 
Missouri House bills and two Missouri Senate bills were presented to change the 
Missouri Teacher Tenure Act.  Legislators from northwest Missouri did not sponsor any 
of the proposed bills.  Bills were proposed mostly from legislators located in and around 
St. Louis, Missouri, with co-sponsors from around the same area or from the central and 
southern regions of Missouri (Missouri House of Representatives, 2011; 2012a; 2012b; 
2013, 2014a, 2014b; Missouri Senate 2011; 2012; 2014).  Only one bill proposed was 
from a legislator around the Kansas City area (Missouri House of Representatives, 
2012b).  St. Louis and Kansas City represent the largest metropolitan school districts in 
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the state.  Changes in teacher tenure listed in the proposed bills varied from bill to bill 
and were directed towards different aspects of tenure (see Table 3).   
Northwest legislators knew little about the changes proposed over the last four 
years.  Three specifically stated, “I can’t remember” or “I can’t remember exactly” what 
changes had been proposed.  Two stated a change was suggested in the five-year 
requirement with one explaining the change “went from five years to ten years, but was 
defeated.”  Another legislator indicated, “changing tenure to something other than five 
years.”  The latter legislator also mentioned a change in the indefinite contract and “two 
years ago was the thing that they were trying to pass that would base 50% of teacher’s 
evaluation on student growth.”  A different legislator stated a change was “designed to 
put teachers in four different categories and performance based on categories.”  Another 
legislator mentioned although he did not recall specific changes, “I know they wanted to 
have outside evaluations of tenured teachers in certain programs and things of that 
nature.”  One legislator seemed to be more aware of the changes, for he stated several of 
them and felt many of them pertained to the evaluation process “more so than the five 
years or the due process.”  One legislator explained the “biggest one [change] that seems 
to come in my mind is the idea behind eliminating the tenure aspect.”  News articles 
specifically depicted the changes to teacher tenure within each proposed bill, although 
articles presented each change as tenure.  Mostly, the media focused on ending the 
indefinite contract and teacher evaluations based upon student achievement (Young, 
2011; Young, 2012; Rosenbaum, 2012; Blank, 2013; Lieb, 2013; Reischman, 2013) with 
one stating the change from the five-year requirement to ten (Young, 2012). 
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Table 3 
Findings: Missouri proposed changes to teacher tenure 
Tenure: Five years requirement 
Competent 
evaluations 
Indefinite 
contract Due process 
Causes for 
dismissal 
HB 628 
SB 372 
(2011): 
Eliminated 
Competence 
tiers based upon 
50% student 
achievement 
Replaced with 
multiple year 
contract 
possibly up to 
four years 
Unchanged 
Added 
unsatisfactory 
performance 
HB 
1526 
(2012): 
Eliminated 
Competence 
categories based 
upon 70% 
student 
achievement 
Replaced with 
multiple year 
contract 
possibly up to 
four years 
Reverts to 
non tenure 
protection 
Remove unfit 
mental/physical 
condition and add 
unsatisfactory 
performance 
HB 
1388 
(2012): 
Three years Competence standards based Unchanged Unchanged Unchanged 
SB 806 
(2012): Ten years Unchanged Unchanged Unchanged Unchanged 
HB 631 
(2013): Four years 
Competence 
categories based 
upon student 
achievement 
percentage 
determined by 
school district:  
VAM model 
Replaced with 
four year 
contract they 
can lose with 
two 
consecutive 
years of 
ineffective 
evaluations 
Unchanged Unchanged 
HB 
1248 
(2014) 
Eliminated 
Competence 
standards based 
upon student 
achievement 
percentage 
determined by 
school district 
Replaced with 
three year 
contract they 
can lose with 
one year of 
ineffective 
evaluations 
Eliminated 
Each school 
district 
develops 
appeal 
process 
Unchanged 
HB 
1534 
(2014) 
Unchanged 
Competence 
based upon 
percentages; 
10% student 
growth 
Must maintain 
60% or higher 
on evaluations 
Unchanged Unchanged 
 
SB 521 
(2014) 
 
Eliminated 
Competence 
based upon 30% 
student 
achievement 
 
Eliminated 
Reverts to 
non tenure 
protection 
 
Any cause 
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Sub theme: Stakeholders’ perspectives.  Legislators did have knowledge of 
how different stakeholders view teacher tenure.  More than one legislator acknowledged 
different stakeholders would look differently upon teacher tenure and its changes.  One 
legislator even pointed out someone without an education background would have a 
different viewpoint than one with an education background.   
Several legislators noted they sought out input from school administrators, 
superintendents, and teacher organization leaders like Mike Wood, MSTA, and Otto 
Fajen, MNEA.  As one legislator put it, they would go to whoever “had a really good 
handle and say listen, ‘Explain the nuances of this thing. I want to know exactly what it 
does, what’s good and bad.’  That’s what I depend on because those folks know.”  It was 
a consensus from all the legislators interviewed, after talking with “northwest Missouri 
administrators [they] have made it pretty clear that it’s [teacher tenure] not really a 
problem up here.  I know in other parts of the state obviously it is, but ah, but around here 
obviously it’s not from what I’ve been told.”  On the other hand, it was claimed by one 
legislator, administrators and school boards would “just as soon do away with it because 
it makes it difficult to fire teachers.”  Reischman (2013, September) and Young (2011) 
reported Mike Reid, lobbyist for the Missouri School Board Association (MSBA), had 
said the MSBA supports the elimination of the indefinite contract for multiple year 
contracts, which would save districts the costs of legal fees.  One legislator in particular 
had a concern about gathering input from a lobbyist, because they have “a vested interest 
rather than an overall interest…You’re not always sure if you’re getting what you really 
need…I’m not always sure that I’m getting that same message from individual 
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educators.”  Several legislators sought out input from those involved with implementing 
teacher tenure, but not many mentioned seeking input from teachers. 
Northwest legislators mentioned talking with northwest administrators, but only 
two legislators mentioned talking to a couple of teachers.  One stated, “Teachers like the 
protection and there were good reasons it was instituted,” while the other legislator 
claimed teachers said, “It’s very, very important that they have it.”  Another legislator 
indicated a greater involvement is needed from the teachers, as “somehow the classroom 
itself has to be brought to the General Assembly.  The teachers out there know who’s 
ineffective.”  The other four legislators did not mention either talking to teachers or the 
need to talk to teachers about tenure.  When legislators have talked to teachers and 
teacher organization leaders, they stated teachers like it, but school boards and 
administrators they have talked to do not.  Although it is not an issue in northwest 
Missouri, legislators indicated some school boards and administrators would rather 
teacher tenure be eliminated.   
Several legislators referred to a misunderstanding or misinterpretation of the 
teacher tenure issue by colleagues, those for and against teacher tenure, and the general 
public.  The misunderstanding believed of fellow legislators was “tenure makes it easy 
for teachers. And they are out there coasting along after five years of work and don’t 
have to worry.”  Those who are promoting teacher tenure agree it is a misconception 
teachers are hiding behind it and not teaching.  While a legislator thought those who are 
against teacher tenure believe it is “keeping bad teachers in place for long amounts of 
time,” another legislator deems the misguided belief was that “we have to protect this sort 
of benefit…over the quality of education and solving the logistical problems that are 
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really a nightmare for those unaccredited schools.”  The general public’s impression on 
teacher tenure, one legislator remarked, “is that after five years performance goes down 
then because it doesn’t matter any more.”  In support of a misunderstanding existing, 
Guinther, MNEA president, was quoted, “There’s this myth that you can’t fire a tenured 
teacher and that just isn’t true.  It’s a total myth.  I’ve seen tenured teachers get fired” 
(Reischman, 2013, July). To one legislator the idea teacher tenure was concealing poor 
teachers was not a misconception, but reality.  In this legislator’s opinion, some teachers 
would not get their contracts if they were not tenured. 
Theme 2: Causes of the tenure issue in Missouri 
Even though there was not a direct research question or an interview question 
regarding why teacher tenure was an issue in Missouri, a theme emerged as its causes in 
Missouri.  There was not a direct research question or an interview question regarding 
why teacher tenure was an issue in Missouri.  The responses related to causes of it being 
an issue in Missouri mostly occurred when the researcher asked about any impacts the 
proposed changes to teacher tenure if enacted would bring, or if there were any additional 
perceptions about teacher tenure that might be helpful to this study.  Most of the causes 
legislators contributed to teacher tenure becoming an issue in Missouri fell into two 
distinct subthemes: internal factors and external factors.  
Sub theme: Internal factors.  The internal environment of a school district 
consists of the teachers, students, administrators, the school’s environment and the 
school’s overall success in educating students.  These were the leading internal factors 
mentioned as causes of teacher tenure being an issue in Missouri, with surprisingly little 
focus on the teacher’s performance in the classroom and more on the nature of teaching.  
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A particular school district in the state, St. Louis School District, labeled as having failing 
schools, led the list with four of the legislators.   
The legislators did not state teachers were the problem, although, one did say if 
the majority of tenured teachers were “doing the best they can…we would not be slipping 
in performance outcomes across the state.”  Two other legislators specified the difficulty 
of teaching as a cause for any problems with teacher tenure.  Their perception was it is 
much more extensive then just imparting “knowledge of reading, writing, arithmetic.”  It 
is raising kids, teaching them moral values, everything in the world, and all the things 
that are expected today.  The job is difficult “because you can get a group of kids that are 
just more difficult to teach then the next group of kids.  And I think you cannot blame 
that on an educator whatsoever.”  Parents not being involved enough in raising the child 
or attending to their education added to the difficulty of the job, according to two 
legislators.  “You could move the best school…to inner city, and probably within five 
years it would be failing because the parents aren't going to come. The parents don't 
care.”   
Another legislator asserted technology was a factor in lower performing teachers.  
“There certainly are teachers that have not been able to confront the era of technology in 
the last ten years.  But do you penalize them for doing that?”  The assertion continues to 
explain technology can be frustrating for a “teacher who doesn't understand the 
technology and would like to do it with the old book and ruler…and so then they get 
targeted as being ineffective.”  It was admitted by a legislator some educators might not 
be “as productive as they were when the technology was different.”  A few legislators 
seemed to connect if teacher quality was not high; it was due to the difficulty of the job, 
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parents’ lack of effort, or not being familiar with technology.  Other legislators then 
added students as a contributing factor to teachers not being effective. 
More legislators commented on student factors than teacher ones.  Schools accept 
all students; they “do not turn students away and…do not pick and choose who to teach.”  
Several legislators believed students would either not go to school or when they did 
attend, school to them was “more of a daycare program than an educational program.”  
The most common reason legislators offered as to why students were contributing to the 
teacher tenure debate was because it is difficult to motivate students “so teachers can 
succeed.”  Teachers do not pick their students and one group of students may be more 
difficult to teach than another group.  One legislator summarized because of the poor 
attendance or lack of motivation on the part of the students, teachers were not as effective 
and it is not “something that you can penalize the educator on.”  Several legislators noted 
student factors as contributing to the teacher tenure issue, but just as many legislators 
believed the issue was the result of poor implementation of the teacher tenure process. 
Two legislators contributed the fault with teacher tenure as being an 
administrative problem rather than teachers.  Poor management of the school “interferes 
with the ability of a person to do the work” was the thought of one legislator.  Another 
legislator was more direct and critical of administrators stating, “I contend it is the 
administration that is at fault.  That the process is in place to remove a teacher and there 
is no reason that the bad teacher stays in place because of tenure.”  Another criticism was 
with if teachers are receiving tenure with inappropriate evaluations, it is the 
administration’s fault for not going through the process set up and these teachers are 
sliding through.  The suggestion from one legislator was, “if teacher tenure is a problem, 
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you got people sitting on their duff, then fire the administration and start over.”  Leading 
supporters of teacher tenure, such as NEA spokesperson, Fajen, and president Guinther 
were in concurrence with legislators’ views administrators, not teacher tenure, were 
keeping poor teachers in the classroom (Reischman, 2013, July; Reischman, 2013, 
September).  Their belief was legislators should focus on administrators implementing 
teacher tenure instead of changing tenure (Reischman, 2013, July; Reischman, 2013, 
September).  Fajen restated administrators needed to go through the proper process of 
teacher tenure, because they are the ones the process largely depends upon to know, 
understand, and to be willing to follow the steps (Reischman, 2013, September).  
Administrators can, and do, dismiss poor quality teachers when it is needed (Reischman, 
2013, September).  Guinther believes if an administrator cannot figure out in five years if 
a teacher is not “fit to teach, then there is something wrong with the way you’re [the 
administrator] operating as an administrator” (Reischman, 2013, July).  Linda Henke, a 
superintendent, was quoted in an article, stating, “The only reason you have ineffective 
teachers is because you have ineffective administrators who aren’t taking care of the 
problem” (Young, 2012).   Several legislators felt the implementation of teacher tenure 
by administrators may be the cause of the issue being raised in Missouri, but mostly all 
legislators cited one failing school district as the reason there is so much focus on teacher 
tenure in Missouri. 
Four legislators mentioned the reason teacher tenure was an issue in Missouri was 
because of the St. Louis School District.  One legislator observed a school’s environment 
should be taken into account when addressing concerns with teacher tenure, especially 
areas of high poverty and large, urban school districts where “a lot of the instructors, I 
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feel, don't have a situation where they can teach effectively.”  St. Louis is the largest 
urban school district in Missouri.  One legislator commented, “Everything has been 
focused on the St. Louis School District when it comes to anything that’s tenure related.”  
The legislator continued explaining when bills were presented to the General Assembly, 
“they were just drilling it in our heads we gotta fix the St. Louis School District and 
eliminate tenure.”  Another legislator echoed this sentiment stating eight years of changes 
being offered and each one was “somehow going to be a fix for St. Louis.”  As a 
legislator observed, anything about teacher tenure seems to focus on the St. Louis area, 
where there are failing schools.  A different legislator remarked, “I have heard that in St. 
Louis there are some teachers that gain tenure and basically, stop teaching.  And I know 
that’s not the norm.  I know that’s rare.”  According to one legislator, changes in teacher 
tenure did not come from a particular person, but “was brought about because of the 
unaccredited schools and potential unaccredited schools that are not getting better.”  
Some legislators stipulated the biggest teacher tenure concerns were from the large urban 
school districts and were nonexistent in northwest Missouri.  It is their sentiment, “what’s 
good for St. Louis is not necessarily good for northwest Missouri.  We’re different from 
other parts of the state where they need something done obviously in St. Louis, but not 
here.”  Legislators’ comments indicated they do not believe a general change with a 
broad stroke would benefit the different regions or different size school district, because 
the issues in a large or urban district may be dissimilar to those in a smaller or rural 
district.   
Sub theme: External factors.  The external environment of a school district 
consists of government intervention into education and those in the public attacking the 
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educational system.  These were the leading external factors mentioned as causes of 
teacher tenure being an issue in Missouri.  Remarkably, legislators recognized the role of 
government in the issue, both from an official standpoint in enforcing mandates and from 
a personal standpoint of a few legislators’ passion in bringing about change.  The 
legislators also identified the impact of the public’s stance on educational reform. 
In one legislator’s opinion, the “teaching profession has been ruined…by the 
mandates that are coming down from the feds and state...tell[ing] what to do, how to do 
it, and when to do it and whatever.  I find that not conducive to being a good teacher.”  
This legislator felt teachers were not being empowered to know and do their jobs, thus 
causing them to decide not to stay in the profession.  Another legislator blamed a recent 
Missouri state Supreme Court ruling allowing students to leave a failing school district to 
attend one not failing at the cost of the failing district.  According to the legislator, this 
only added to the failing district’s problems and changes to teacher tenure have been 
raised to help address those failing schools.  The legislator indicated according to the 
Missouri state funding calculations, the legislature deals out more money to unaccredited 
schools than to other schools that may need the money as well, especially those educating 
students who transferred from those unaccredited schools.  This legislator believed, 
“There is a significant level of unfairness on how much we spend on education for what 
our outcomes are is a gross understatement.”  The concern is a finite amount of money 
available in the state budget and 33% of it is spent on education.  When compared to the 
“47% on spent on welfare, it leaves 25% of the budget to pay for all of state government. 
There are only so many places we can take money from to give to these schools that are 
not performing.”  It was the sentiment of this legislator continuing to spend money on 
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failing school districts while not addressing the teacher tenure issue is negligent on the 
part of the legislature.  
Addressing failing schools is also a passion of the Speaker of the House and 
contributed to the issue being addressed by the legislature.  As one legislator noted, the 
Speaker lives only two miles from the best school district in the state and 2 miles from 
the worst.  The legislators from and around the large urban areas who repeatedly bring 
bills to the legislature for consideration match this passion.  Legislators from the St. 
Louis area have sponsored almost all the bills proposing changing teacher tenure 
(Missouri House of Representatives, 2011; 2012a; 2012b; 2013, 2014a, 2014b; Missouri 
Senate 2011; 2012; 2014).  Only one of the eight bills proposed over the last four years 
have not come out of the St. Louis area.  The one bill originated from a Kansas City area 
legislator.  Kansas City is the location of the other large urban school district.   While 
many legislators felt their colleagues representing large urban districts was the cause of 
the teacher tenure issue in Missouri, just as many felt public cry for reform had made its 
way to Missouri. 
The largest external contributor to the attention on teacher tenure in Missouri, 
according to data collected from the legislators and media, are the open attacks on 
teachers and educational reformers rallying the public behind changes.  “Everything was 
really an attack on educators,” one legislator summarized.  Another one concurred 
teachers are blamed for everything.  “Our teachers get blamed when our kids aren’t ready 
for college.  Our teachers get blamed for statistics that you see out there that says Japan is 
better than we are.  Teachers get blamed when kids fail in any way.”  A third legislator 
agreed, “It's easy to pick on the teacher for having a failing classroom.”  One group 
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attacking teachers and education, according to one legislator, are those wanting to see 
public education fail, such as private and charter schools trying to get vouchers installed.  
The failing St. Louis School District issue was thought to bring the organization 
StudentsFirst and wealthy entrepreneur, Rex Sinquefield, into the reform movement to 
change or eliminate teacher tenure.  “A lot of the things came up from organizations like 
StudentsFirst, and some of the organizations out of St. Louis, and Rex Sinquefield and 
his influence were because of the failing schools in St. Louis.”  StudentsFirst and Mr. 
Sinquefield have been subjects of various articles and have touted themselves as 
education reformers wanting to change or eliminate teacher tenure (Young, 2012; 
Reischman, 2013 July; Reischman, 2013 September; Blank, 2013). 
 Legislators noted the public being very “critical of education” and believed 
teachers were privilege in job security.  One legislator thought the public believed 
teachers were not held to the same standards in Missouri for in the private sector “we can 
hire/fire at will for no reason.  Missouri is an at-will state.”  Another legislator stated 
there are “a lot of cases out there that the rest of the world doesn’t have tenure…Maybe 
on the strictly government entities there’s maybe a so-called tenure world.”  Another 
legislator stated they believed the public’s question then becomes, “why should teachers 
be any different than the rest of life out there?”  The legislator continued stating, “…a lot 
of people in the public [are] thinking that my job is not secure; I don’t have tenure” and 
would like to see teachers held to the same benchmark.  Another legislator reiterated the 
same perception of the public, “the people say, ‘Well nobody else has tenure.  You don’t 
go to another job and get tenure.’”   None of the legislators interviewed seemed to agree 
with the public’s sentiment about teachers’ job security.  However, Representative 
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Tishaura Jones, from St. Louis was quoted in an article agreeing with the public notion 
that teachers should be at-will like everyone else (Young, 2011). 
Theme 3: Findings by Research Questions #3 and #4: Impact of teacher tenure and 
proposed changes to it 
The last two research questions dealt with what northwest Missouri state 
legislators perceived to be the impact of the current teacher tenure law and what the 
impact would be any impact if changes were instituted.  Almost all legislators agreed 
teacher tenure was not an issue for northwest Missouri and perceived positive impacts of 
tenure.  One legislator firmly believed there were not any positive effects and teacher 
tenure was the “single largest issue holding education hostage and holding us back from 
issues moving us forward and making it better for issues in education.”  Teacher quality 
and student achievement were preset categories the researcher assumed the legislators 
would discuss as impacted by maintaining or changing teacher tenure.  Surprisingly, the 
data revealed almost all the legislators focused on the ramifications of losing due process 
protection and specified causes of dismissal aspects of teacher tenure and what that 
would do to the profession.  Thereby, the data collected from the last two research 
questions created the subthemes of security and risk. 
Sub theme: Security.  Teacher tenure began in Massachusetts because teachers 
were being dismissed for non-job related issues such as pregnancy (Van Horn & 
Schaffner, 2003), religion, nepotism, or political favoritism (Kersten, 2006).  The most 
commonly perceived definition of teacher tenure is it affords teachers security from 
losing their jobs because of administrators’ personal grudges (Coleman et al., 2005).  
Almost all of the legislators believed teacher protection was the reason teacher tenure 
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was created.  One legislator commented, “Teachers liked the protection and there were 
good reasons it was instituted.”  Another legislator stated, “It was put in place to protect 
teachers from bad situations.”  One legislator mentioned they researched the history of 
teacher tenure and found “at that time the teachers were required to be at their homes at a 
certain hour at night and required to live a certain lifestyle and obviously they needed 
some protections.”  Mike Wood, MSTA lobbyist, echoed legislators’ thoughts in the 
newspaper explaining teacher tenure protects against teachers being dismissed arbitrarily 
(Young, 2012). 
Legislators gave many examples as to when or why teachers would need to be 
secure in their employment.  As one legislator remarked, “We all know that there are 
situations where either administration, school board, or whoever maybe does sometimes 
not act in good faith.”  A typical example given by a legislator was, “a teacher who 
coaches football and school board president's son is not the starting quarterback and sat 
on a bench quite a bit and all of a sudden he doesn't have a job.”  Another collective 
example given by several legislators, but summarized well by one was, “Teachers may 
have to make unpopular recommendations such as holding back a student, disciplining 
students for behavior, decisions regarding IEPs…but by making those unpopular 
decisions, they are doing their job.”  This legislator continued to add to the importance of 
job security, “Particularly in a small town where everyone knows everyone, it offers 
protection from constantly looking over your shoulder and from getting fired.”  As one 
legislator stated, “I want the teacher not to be worried about what’s next. You’re not 
going to be worried because you had a conversation with a kid or their parents in regards 
to let’s get your act cleaned up.”  Otto Fajen, MNEA lobbyist, shared corresponding 
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thoughts, “Tenure gives teachers the independence to maintain high standards and 
advocate for children even if it makes parents and administrators mad” (Young, 2011).  A 
final example shared by several legislators centered on school boards, because the 
members, “sometimes can be a little petty” or have “an agenda to go after somebody.”  
One legislator mentioned they thought, “there’s a good reason to have tenure if we have 
bad boards. If we have bad superintendents.”  For these reasons, legislators believed 
teachers should have the protection to not be dismissed without a just cause.   
Teacher tenure also was believed by legislators to give security to a teacher to 
speak freely, particularly if they have ideas that will “move the school district in a 
positive manner,” or if they need to “have that right to express themselves,” even if an 
administrator does not like the ideas.  “I do believe tenure is based upon freedom of 
speech,” as one legislator affirmed.  According to legislators, the security offered by 
teacher tenure to only be fired for a specific list of reasons allows teachers “to be able to 
come out and say something without the repercussions, I think that’s probably a very 
good thing.”  In addition, legislators felt, “tenure will give them [teachers] a little bit 
better ways to be a little more creative…People shouldn't get fired just because they 
provoke an idea or thought.”  Maintaining security in a difficult occupation resonated 
with many of the legislators, and they perceived changing teacher tenure would 
jeopardize teachers’ protection as well as cause risk to the profession. 
  Sub theme: Risk.  Proponents of changing teacher tenure believe the people 
whose protection would be in jeopardy because of changes to tenure would be poor 
performing teachers (Baratz-Snowden, 2009).  Changes would, in some cases remove, 
the protection some believe teacher tenure provides for “poor teachers in schools without 
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proper repercussions for bad performance” (Reischman, 2013, September) although that 
is not the reason it was designed.  It was designed, according to Mike Wood, MSTA 
lobbyist, for protection “for the good teacher being railroaded out” (Young, 2012).  
Removing or changing aspects of teacher tenure, all but one legislator perceived, would 
risk devaluing the teaching profession and maintaining and recruiting teachers.  
A few legislators commented the entire focus on teacher tenure caused a 
devaluing of teachers and the profession.  One legislator specified, “What I don’t like 
about the whole discussion on tenure is it is being used to criticize and place blame on 
teachers.”  The legislator continued to explain it is unfair to cast a negative light on all 
tenured teachers as hiding behind tenure because they cannot teach.  Another legislator 
felt federal and state mandates coming down insisting on changes to teacher tenure are 
ruining the teaching profession.  Guinther, MNEA president, echoes legislators’ remarks 
claiming many public school teachers felt disrespected (Reischman, 2013, July).  The 
same who legislator felt mandates were devaluing the profession believed the devaluing 
was leading people to not go into the teaching profession.  
Many legislators thought people would have second thoughts about entering the 
teaching profession if there was a risk of losing their job over non-job related issues.  It is 
believed by five of the legislators interviewed, if teacher tenure was eliminated and good 
teachers were being fired, people would state, “Well, I’m not doing that.”  These 
legislators reasoned people would not become teachers and say, “when I have no control? 
When I have to raise kids.  There’s no future in it.  I mean I can make twice as much 
doing something trivial, possibly.”  The media and teacher groups helped to promote this 
belief in reporting; “changing the probationary period to 10 years would make it harder 
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for districts to attract quality teachers” (Young, 2011).  Recruiting teachers would not be 
the only risk changes to teacher tenure would bring.  It would also hinder keeping good 
teachers. 
If the years of experience requirement were raised to ten years instead of five, 
legislators thought it would discourage teachers from staying in the profession.  In such 
case, teacher tenure would have a negative effect.  Two legislators thought changing 
tenure would make teachers fearful, especially those with 15 to 20 years experience.  As 
one legislator stated, “When you have all these mandates coming at the teacher, why 
would you want to stay in the profession?”  However, one legislator claimed the risk of 
not changing tenure was “entitling a group of people as a protected class” and placing 
their protection over the quality of education of students.  The legislator continued 
explaining teachers will not become better unless they are encouraged to be better and 
“there is no real encouragement in the current system of tenure that makes teachers go to 
the next level or work to outperform themselves or have better results under anyone’s 
evaluation.”  This legislator believed not changing teacher tenure eliminates a degree of 
competition needed in order for teachers to improve their skills and knowledge.   
Summary  
This chapter began with a review of teacher tenure as an issue and focus of the 
study.  The parameters of the study were described in depth starting with the setting for 
the case study, the relationship of the researcher to the research, and a description of the 
participants.  The methodology of the study was altered, because a lack of hearings 
caused the researcher to make a change in the triangulation of data to include the 
literature review as the third data collection source.  Findings relative to the research 
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questions were revealed through themes.  Legislators’ perceptions of the current Missouri 
Teacher Tenure Act requirements along with the proposed changes, and stakeholder’s 
perceptions were presented as theme one.  Then theme two offered findings regarding 
causes why teacher tenure was an issue in Missouri.  Finally in theme three, legislators’ 
perceptions of impacts of current teacher tenure and the possible impacts of proposed 
changes were disclosed.  Findings supporting themes included results from the 
legislators’ interviews and document collection by the researcher.  Cross-referencing of 
the findings with the literature review will be included in chapter five.  All participants 
shared thoughts on the current teacher tenure act, changes proposed in legislative bills, 
and impacts of both.  These responses were generally in favor of the current Teacher 
Tenure Act with its positive impacts and not supportive of the changes and the possible 
negative impacts that would accompany them.  All of these findings resulted in a 
depiction of northwest legislators’ perceptions of teacher tenure. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 At the time of the study, the teacher tenure debate in Missouri had been occurring 
for four years.  The most concerted effort by those seeking changes to teacher tenure 
occurred in 2012 with the introduction of two house bills and one senate bill.  Three bills 
were also introduced in 2014, but the senate bill removed all reference to teacher tenure 
and the other two bills were introduced and assigned to committees, but not much 
attention was paid to them.  In the face of federal mandates demanding teacher quality 
and the use of student achievement in assessing teacher quality, it was intriguing to find 
the perceptions of legislators regarding teacher tenure as means of meeting the mandates.   
 In short, the study found only six of the thirteen legislators willing to share their 
knowledge of teacher tenure, changes proposed, and the impact of both as insight to their 
perceptions of tenure.  All legislators universally acknowledged protection as part of 
teacher tenure.  However, the amount of knowledge each legislator possessed about the 
complex aspects of teacher tenure was minimal.  Five of the six legislators interviewed 
were positive on the one teacher tenure impact mentioned, due process.  Few legislators 
were able to recall all specific changes being suggested over the last four years, but they 
had varying opinions over the impact of such changes. 
 As a retired teacher interested in pursuing educational leadership positions, the 
researcher was very interested in the perceptions of legislators regarding teacher tenure.  
The findings were also of interest to the legislators, as all requested a copy of the final 
dissertation.  The findings, the researcher believes, are also of interest to teachers, 
administrators, educational reform groups, and teacher organizations.  All those involved 
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in seeking to maintain or change teacher tenure in Missouri gain insight from legislators’ 
perceptions gathered in the study. 
 This qualitative case study was conducted to gain insight into northwest Missouri 
legislators’ perceptions of teacher tenure, the leading research question of the study.  In 
order to collect comprehensive perceptions, the study was designed around two sets of 
corresponding questions.  The first set of questions concerned, “What do northwest 
Missouri state legislators know about teacher tenure specifications listed in the current 
Missouri Teacher Tenure Act?” and “What do northwest Missouri state legislators know 
about the proposed changes to the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act?”  The second set of 
questions regarded, “What are northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions on the 
impact of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act?” and “What are northwest Missouri state 
legislators’ perceptions on the impact of the proposed changes to the Missouri Teacher 
Tenure Act?” 
 Three qualitative data points were used in the study.  The first data point was the 
representative sample of northwest Missouri legislators who had currently served in the 
last session of the Missouri legislature.  The research questions were investigated by 
asking questions about their knowledge of current teacher tenure, how tenure is attained 
in Missouri, the positive or negative effects of tenure on public school teachers, the 
positive or negative impacts of tenure on student performance, knowledge of suggested 
changes, the positive or negative effects of the changes on public school teachers, and the 
positive or negative impacts of changes on student performance (see Interview Questions 
Appendix B).  The second data point was document analysis.  Information gained from 
the actual Missouri statute outlining the current teacher tenure specifications, house and 
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senate bills introduced into legislation, and the media sources surrounding the issue were 
compared and contrasted with responses given by legislators.  The third data point, 
initially the observation of committee and public hearings plus floor debates, was 
changed to unobtrusive data.  Unobtrusive data, according to Webb et al (1981), are 
gathered without the involvement of the research participants and are “not filtered 
through the perceptions, interpretations, and biases of research participants” (Hatch, 
2002, p. 116).  Unobtrusive data gathered from the literature review was then used to help 
establish context and history “to ground findings generated from other data” (Hatch, 
2002, p. 120).  Data was triangulated using the interviews, documents, and consideration 
of unobtrusive data.  Open and axial coding was used to examine preset typological 
categories and discover emergent themes and subthemes. 
 Chapter four concluded with a summary of the findings as they correlated to the 
research questions.  In this chapter, the findings are discussed and interpreted using the 
lens of the conceptual framework, educational change, along with the conceptual 
underpinnings of legislators, teacher quality, and teacher tenure.  An overall conclusion 
was then presented.  A brief description of the limitations to the study was offered.  
Chapter five culminated with depictions of the implications for practice and research 
before the conclusion.  
 Discussion of Findings 
 When the findings were filtered through educational change as the conceptual 
framework and through legislators, teacher quality, and teacher tenure as the conceptual 
underpinnings, themes and subthemes emerged.  Data was coded into four themes and 
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associated subthemes: educational change, legislators, teacher quality, and teacher tenure.  
Table 4 displays the themes and subthemes of the triangulation and interpretation of data. 
Table 4 
Interpretation of Findings: Themes and Subthemes 
Theme 1:  
Educational change 
Theme 2:  
Legislators 
Theme 3:  
Teacher quality  
Theme 4: 
Teacher Tenure 
Teacher tenure as 
educational change 
Knowledge of the 
Missouri Teacher 
Tenure Act 
Defining and 
linking to student 
achievement 
Causes of the tenure 
issue in Missouri  
Model used to 
change teacher 
tenure 
Knowledge of 
proposed changes Measuring 
Positive and 
negative impacts of 
teacher tenure and 
its changes 
 
Knowledge of 
stakeholders’ 
perspectives 
  
 
Conceptual Framework:  Educational Change Applied to Findings  
Educational change can be correcting deficiencies or introducing new ideas, 
norms, structure, etc., of a particular feature of an organization or the organization itself 
(Waks, 2007).  It can occur when the expectations of those within, internal agents, or 
those outside, external agents, of the organization do not align with current practices 
(Hanson, 2001).  Educational change may originate from internal agents within the 
school setting, such as teachers and school administrators, as solutions to internal 
workings or responses to external forces, such as national and state government in 
mandates (Goodson, 2001).  In the case of teacher tenure, the change occurs in the 
shifting paradigm on how should one attain tenure and the consequences of tenure.  
Causes of change can be from environmental shifts, environmental regression, or 
environmental shock (Hanson, 2001).  In any case, educational change is only successful, 
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effective and sustainable when internal and external agents work together, the timing is 
right, and it occurs with a personal conversion in beliefs (Goodson, 2001; Waks, 2007).  
Teacher tenure as an educational change  
Waks (2007) stated the characteristics of change include the “entity undergoing 
change, the feature changing, as well as the scope, rate, and magnitude of change” (p. 
279) as well as causes and consequences of change.  In this case study, the entity is the 
education system in Missouri and the feature is teacher tenure.  The scope of the 
proposed changes in teacher tenure was mainly focused around eliminating the indefinite 
contract and adding student achievement to evaluations.  The rate of the change so far has 
been four years.  The magnitude of the change has varied from only raising the years of 
experience from five to ten to a complete overhaul of teacher tenure eliminating years of 
experience, the indefinite contract, basing evaluations on student achievement with 
varying percentages of weight, and expanding causes for dismissal to include 
unsatisfactory performance.   
Change can come in the form of correcting deficiencies or introducing new 
structures (Waks, 2007).  Legislators were well aware the education system and teacher 
tenure was the focus of educational change in Missouri over the last four years.  Their 
views of the focus differed.  One view saw the focus as an attack, as one legislator 
succinctly stated, “Teacher tenure falls under the umbrella of people who want to see the 
public education system fail…I think tenure is one of the pillars that, …support the 
educational system…And I think one of the failures that people like to address is 
probably tenure.”  The other view, as a legislator remarked, saw the focus as a stepping-
stone to advance education and “help kids because they are the ones who will be 
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suffering.”  As legislators interviewed in this study saw the focus was on changes to 
teacher tenure, they had a very narrow view of the scope of teacher tenure changes.   
Although all six legislators had been in office for the last four years and had been 
introduced to all the bills listing changes to the structure of teacher tenure, many did not 
state specifics of what was to be changed.  Most legislators expressed the rate of the 
change has been over the last two to three years, and did not express an urgency to speed 
up change.  One legislator contrasted the feeling stating, “no substantial change has been 
made for 33 years” and “it won’t go away and it has to be dealt with for anything to get 
better.”  To most legislators, the magnitude of change was not how much should change, 
but where the change should occur, only in St. Louis and not to the rest of the state.  It 
was a general feeling northwest Missouri was “different from other parts of the state 
where they need something done obviously in St. Louis, but not here.  So I don’t see huge 
changes that need to be made right now.”  In disagreement, one legislator exclaimed, 
“there needs to be dramatic and specific changes made” sooner rather than later to avoid 
spending more money and make sure we have the best teachers. 
Model used to change teacher tenure  
Change can come from internal or external agents (Goodson, 2001) and result 
from environmental shifts, environmental regression, and environmental shocks (Hanson, 
2001).  Most of the legislators credit the change in teacher tenure coming from external 
agents: fellow state legislators, the federal government, and the state Supreme Court.  The 
environmental shift had been caused by mandates coming out of Washington, D. C. 
telling states to make changes in order to receive federal funding and the state Supreme 
Court ruling upholding some changes already made and a legislator believed “some 
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members of the house…use the educator as the target to mandate or offer mandates for 
change.”  Legislators also attribute the shift to organizations like StudentsFirst and to Rex 
Sinquefield taking an interest in the failing schools in St. Louis, an example of 
environmental regression taking place in Missouri.  The external expectations of school 
districts successfully educating children and the current reality of some schools failing to 
do so are bringing about a need for change.  One legislator mentioned a staggering 
statistic 
80%, I think that was the last number I saw, of the population of those in prison in 
this state come from unaccredited school districts.  Education is not a reason why 
80% of the prison population is there and is not the only cause, but we are failing 
students coming from those schools.   
Legislators commented on the failing schools around St. Louis and other internal 
factors as contributing causes of the teacher tenure issue in Missouri and became the 
environmental regression factor of proposed changes introduced.  The environmental 
shock is about to take place in the form of a constitutional amendment (Appendix F), 
eliminating years of experience and indefinite contracts in Missouri’s teacher tenure and 
adding student growth to teacher evaluations to determine tenure and more, including 
dismissals (Lieb, 2013; Missouri Secretary of State, 2014).  This amendment, 
Amendment 3, is slated for the 2014 November general election ballot to be voted on by 
the people of Missouri.  Although due process procedures will remain the same, if passed 
by the people, it will create a condition “seriously ahead of any incremental adaptations 
the schools can make” (Hanson, 2001, p. 654).  As one legislator surmised, “that could 
have a huge effect; factions are doing this because they couldn’t get through the 
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legislature so they are the legislature.”  This environmental shock coming from an outside 
agent in the form of Amendment 3 passing will change teacher tenure in Missouri. 
Changes to teacher tenure have not been passed in the last four years because 
internal and some external agents are working together to ensure change does not happen.  
Each legislator confirmed they support teachers, although most would be open to change, 
as stipulated by one legislator, “and I don't want you to think that I don't think that 
teacher tenure couldn't be tweaked and make it better somewhere.”  Several legislators 
would also consider change if a group of administrators got together and said legislators 
really needed to look at changing teacher tenure.  Not one bill passed both the Missouri 
House of Representatives and the Missouri Senate indicating the timing must not have 
been right and a change in belief has not occurred, as most legislators indicated teacher 
tenure was positive and needed.  
Conceptual Underpinning: Legislators Applied to Findings 
The national government has been involved in education since the beginning of 
the United States.  The level and form of involvement has changed over time, but since 
the 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, known as No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB), stringent mandates of standards and accountability are now 
attached to federal funding (Sharma, 2013).  States must meet these mandates and some, 
including Missouri, applied for Race to the Top (RTT) grants as a way to help fund 
reform (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010).  A state was automatically eliminated from 
the grant competition if it did not use student achievement data for evaluating teachers 
and administrators, compensation, and teacher tenure (Viteritti, 2012).  Since eighty 
percent of schools nationally would not meet expectations of NCLB, ESEA/NCLB 
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Flexibility Waivers were implemented with many of the same criteria as the RTT grants.  
Missouri was granted a waiver in 2012.   
The Missouri government has been intervening in education since its first 
constitution.  Parallel to the national government, its intervention has also changed in 
scope and range.  Missouri government’s intervention in education became more 
pronounced by enacting several laws in connection with the NCLB mandates.  An 
assessment system of schools and districts was instituted, changes were made to teacher 
certification, compulsory attendance age was raised, and teaching standards were 
instituted.  Missouri’s application for the Race to the Top grants and the ESEA Flexibility 
waiver included plans for a new evaluation system to ensure high quality teachers would 
be implemented, as well as based upon student performance (Missouri Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, 2010a; 2012).  Within Missouri’s waiver, the new 
teacher evaluations would include student performance as a basis of evaluation for 
recognitions, probation, and teacher tenure (U.S. Department of Education, 2012b).  In 
order for Missouri to be in compliance with the stipulation of the waiver, receive federal 
funding, and be given relief from criteria of NCLB, teacher tenure would need to be 
based upon evaluations, which would include an element of student achievement data.  
Since teacher tenure is legislation under the Teacher Tenure Act, it was thought 
legislators would have to make any necessary changes.   
Knowledge of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act  
Legislator knowledge of the current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act was found to be 
superficial at best.  Only one legislator knew it was a state statute and most had a 
generalized view of the meaning of teacher tenure in Missouri.  Even those legislators 
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who were on the education committees did not give detailed responses as to the 
intricacies of teacher tenure.  Several of the responses indicated legislators did not have a 
working knowledge of teacher tenure.  One legislator commented, “I’m kinda 
familiar…I’m not exactly sure that the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act entails.”  Whereas 
another legislator stated, “Well, I’m somewhat aware of it.  It’s not something I refer to 
frequently.”  A different legislator remarked, “Well, I have not actually read the 
statute…I’m familiar with policies but not familiar with the specific act.”  While three 
legislators acknowledged uncertainty, the other four legislators had brief and general 
knowledge of teacher tenure. 
Of the three parts of teacher tenure (years of experience and evaluations; due 
process and indefinite contract; and causes for dismissal), legislators mostly were able to 
recall years of experience.  The legislators’ perception of years of experience ranged 
from; it should not be included, five years is too long, and to five years is long enough.  
The indefinite contract did not seem to be known by legislators, for only one mentioned it 
when asked about their knowledge of the current Missouri teacher tenure.  In addition, 
only two mentioned teacher evaluations were connected to obtaining tenure, and none 
mentioned the efforts it of being a part of maintaining tenure.  Teacher tenure was almost 
unanimously acknowledged to be a necessity to protect teachers from false accusations 
and situations arising from a difficult job.  Only one legislator dissented, stating, “I don’t 
believe entitling a group as a protected class outweighs the negatives.”  However, this 
protection was not tied to any specific parts of the Teacher Tenure Act.  It is unclear if 
legislators were referring to the due process procedures or the causes of dismissal or both 
portions of the act.  None of the legislators mentioned any of the steps in the due process 
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procedures of teacher tenure or any causes for which tenured teachers may or may not be 
dismissed.  So while they seem to support protecting teachers, they are not clear on what 
exactly protects teachers. 
Knowledge of proposed changes  
Most legislators did not seem to realize the changes to teacher tenure being 
proposed were part of meeting national requirements, with the exception of one legislator 
who negatively commented on mandates ruining the teacher profession and creating an 
impossible environment in which to teach.  No legislator mentioned NCLB, RTT, or the 
Missouri ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waiver and its stipulations.  Legislators’ knowledge of 
changes to teacher tenure was less than their knowledge of current tenure.  Again, 
responses were similar in that one legislator asserted, “I can’t remember.  There’s been so 
many of those things and they’re usually attached to something else.”  Another legislator 
professed, “You know what I can’t remember exactly because there were a couple of 
different bills.”  Still, a third legislator acknowledged, “I can’t remember exactly how I 
think we changed it…it gets murky since bills come up each year and change from each 
year.”  Of the three parts of teacher tenure, legislators again mostly were able to recall 
changes in years of experience, but also changes to teacher evaluations.  It is 
understandable years of experience would stand out as seven of the eight bills included a 
change to the requirement, with four of them suggesting eliminating it altogether.  The 
focus on teacher evaluations is also clear, as seven of the bills added student growth in 
some form or another to them.  Four of the eight bills advocated eliminating the indefinite 
contract, but was only mentioned by one legislator.  What remained fairly unchanged 
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through all bills, was the list of causes for tenured teachers’ dismissal and due process 
procedures; this was the legislators’ largest concern teachers would lose.  
The majority of legislators felt changes would have a negative impact upon 
teachers and profession, especially in the area of protection, which was not the focus of 
the majority of bills changing teacher tenure.  The minority of legislators felt changes 
would be positive, claiming teacher tenure ties the hands of the school district “as it 
relates to hiring and firing of good and bad teachers…and we have a bunch of teachers, 
because truth be known, they wouldn’t get their contracts without tenure,” as one 
legislator declared.  Only three legislators mentioned the current initiative placing a 
constitutional amendment on the November ballot.  Only one indicated the effect of the 
amendment passing would be huge, especially since it bypasses the legislature, and 
another legislator alluded regrets would be had “for not reforming before especially after 
the Supreme Court ruling.”  Changes instituted by Amendment 3 would mirror some of 
those proposed in previous bills over the last four years without discussion or 
modifications to help ensure the changes would be beneficial. 
Knowledge of stakeholders perspectives  
 Legislators acknowledge the information they receive from differing stakeholders 
did not always agree.  Some stakeholders they talked with did not have the same view of 
teacher tenure as others.  It is noted by Dunleavy (1991), people in government can make 
decisions rationally, but are perhaps hindered with incomplete information (Morgan, 
2006).  Legislators talked to both internal and external stakeholders to gain more 
information to complete the picture of teacher tenure.   
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Internal stakeholders such as school board members, superintendents, 
administrators, and teachers had varying views on the necessity of teacher tenure and 
possible effects of changing it.  Legislators were in agreement; they believed teachers 
liked teacher tenure, but at least two legislators stated they would still like to further talk 
to teachers about it.  As far as administrators’ opinions of teacher tenure, legislators 
believe many would want it eliminated.  One legislator pointed out, “What is interesting, 
is when they [administrators] were teachers they liked it, but when they become 
administrators they don’t.”  Legislators felt school boards and superintendents felt the 
same way as administrators toward teacher tenure. 
External stakeholders, such as lobbyists for teacher organizations, MSTA and 
MNEA, mostly supported keeping teacher tenure unchanged, and was a source of 
information for all the legislators interviewed.  Some legislators eagerly sought out the 
views of teacher organizations, whereas at least one legislator questioned if these 
organizations really had the teachers’ interest in mind or were just protecting their own.  
Several legislators believe the public misunderstood teacher tenure as protecting bad 
teachers from losing their jobs, while two legislators believe tenure does just that, 
depicted by the response, “I think the current tenure system encourages teachers to sit 
back, not all of them, but largely the majority of tenured teachers want to be left alone to 
do what they have been doing.”  It is apparent input from stakeholders carries much 
weight with the legislators interviewed. 
Conceptual Underpinning:  Teacher Quality Applied to Findings 
 Reports, studies, educational reformers, and the federal government all support 
the need for quality teachers in the classroom (Evans et al., 2001; Darling-Hammond, 
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2000; NCLB, 2001).  The focus of teacher quality is an issue because NCLB, RTT, and 
ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waivers direct schools and states to provide highly qualified 
teachers with an increase each year in the number of them in order to receive federal 
funding (NCLB, 2001).   The accountability sought by federal legislation is built on the 
concept that a highly qualified teacher promotes student achievement and is linked to 
teacher tenure in that tenure should be based on standards of quality (Darling-Hammond, 
2010).   
Defining and linking to student achievement  
 A comprehensive definition of teacher quality includes a teacher having an 
education degree and a state teaching certificate, can demonstrate content and skill 
knowledge, and is committed to continual improvement, all in the effort to increase 
student learning.  NCLB emphasized evaluation of high quality to include student 
academic achievement on assessments (No Child Left Behind, 2001).  While legislators 
did not mention teacher quality or its links to student achievement, one did state, “I think 
a tenured teacher ought to be a master teacher” and “performance needs to stay up.”  
Another legislator contrasted the thought with the belief tenured teachers do not work “to 
make themselves better, their classrooms better.”  The main view of legislators was there 
may be teachers who get burned out or gain tenure, then “basically stop teaching,” but 
most do not receive tenure then become poor teachers, “teachers for the most part, care 
about kids.”  The legislators’ perceptions of what constituted teacher quality, its place in 
increasing student achievement, and its connection to teachers attaining and maintaining 
teacher tenure was a glaring exception in the data collected. 
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Measuring  
 Missouri’s application for the Race to the Top grants and the ESEA/NCLB 
Flexibility Waiver articulated teacher tenure should be informed by data generated from 
the evaluation process (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
2012).  The measurement of the quality of teaching, teacher evaluations, was not a big 
part in the legislators’ perception of teacher tenure.   The only reference to measurement 
was the inability to use a standardized method, particularly because school districts differ 
in socioeconomic levels and settings, such as rural and urban.  One legislator pointed out, 
“It’s a completely different surrounding, so how in the world are you going to do a 
statewide evaluation of educators in districts that have no comparison?”  There were 
differing views on using years of experience as a measurement on quality.  As one 
legislator stated, “I think that longevity is something that’s very strong…and experience 
is important, more so than teaching this group of kids that possibly can’t be taught as 
easily as this group of kids.”  However, the other view held by a legislator was “there’s 
got to be a check on teachers that are very good people that are ineffective.”  There 
seemed to be no reference from legislators regarding the new teacher evaluation system 
created under the Missouri ESEA/NCLB Flexibility Waiver, which included student 
achievement data (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
2014a). 
 Most legislators, when asked, agreed there were problems with tying a teacher’s 
performance to student achievement, especially on standardized tests.  A legislator 
summed up the concern using student achievement data explaining, “Testing of the kids 
shouldn’t impact the teacher…I just don’t know how you can tie in students’ 
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performance fairly.”  Many legislators thought there were outside variables out of the 
teacher’s control that would affect students’ ability to achieve.  The first variable was the 
sole use of test scores as a measurement of teacher performance.  According to one 
legislator, “We don’t have enough tests to cover the different topics in all the different 
grades which is impossible to do so.”  The legislator continued conveying, “there are 
teachers, counselors, and administrators who do not teach in a grade with a standardized 
test.”  “What test would be used to evaluate them?” asked the legislator.   
 Using performance to judge teacher tenure can be a problem because each group 
of kids is different.  Many other variables outside of the teacher’s control can play into a 
student’s test score.  Legislators named attendance, motivation, being new to the school, 
parents, family life, and as one legislator pointed out, “exceptional students are still going 
to do exceptionally well with bad teachers.”  It would be inappropriate, according to one 
legislator, to evaluate a teacher based on one day of testing if “a kid gets up that morning 
and had a bad day and didn’t have any breakfast…his mom just left or something…[the 
kid] and goes to school and takes the test.”  Many of the same concerns were expressed in 
research gathered in the literature review (Braun, 2005; Kelly, 2012; Viteritti, 2012).  
Research has shown the difficulty in measuring teacher quality using student 
achievement to provide useful, reliable, and valid results that show the separation of 
teacher influence factors from other factors (Braun, 2005; Yeh, 2008; Kennedy, 2010). 
Conceptual Underpinning: Teacher Tenure Applied to Findings 
 Missouri joined the national teacher tenure debate in 2011 with the introduction of 
a reform bill in the Missouri House of Representatives.  Missouri’s teacher tenure follows 
the traditional common model of a probationary period, evaluations, and specific causes 
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and documentation for dismissal.   This reform bill was asking to eliminate the 
probationary period, add student achievement to evaluations, and add unsatisfactory 
performance to the list of causes for dismissal.  Missouri would have joined 18 other 
states that year in amending their teacher tenure legislation.  Since 2011, more states have 
made changes to their teacher tenure laws, some states even eliminating teacher tenure 
altogether.  Missouri has stayed with the group of states who have not made changes, 
although several legislative reform bills in the last four years have continued to bring up 
the teacher tenure debate in Missouri.   
Causes of the teacher tenure issue in Missouri  
 According to the media, the teacher tenure debate in Missouri started with outside 
influences from the national advocacy group, StudentsFirst, and from a retired, wealthy 
Missouri resident, Rex Sinquefield (Young, 2012; Blank, 2013).  Both have helped draft 
bills, lobby for bills, and conducted the campaign for the constitutional amendment on 
the 2014 November ballot (Singer, 2013; Lieb, 2013).  Many of the legislators agreed 
with this view, but go even further to include the federal government, the public, and 
failing schools within Missouri as also causing teacher tenure to be an issue in Missouri.   
 The data collected indicated more emphasis was placed upon external factors 
causing the teacher tenure issue in Missouri.  With the federal mandates and the recent 
State Supreme Court ruling, federal government intervention is causing legislators to 
focus on educational issues such as failing schools, funding, and teacher tenure.  These 
mandates, as said by one legislator, are hindering teachers from being quality teachers, 
for they are not the ones deciding what constitutes quality, but the mandates are dictating 
to them what and how to teach.  Now the dictating has turned to teacher tenure.  
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Legislators from St. Louis and Kansas City, as well as the Speaker of the Missouri House 
of Representatives have made a point to focus on teacher tenure as means to help failing 
schools in those areas.  The public attacks on educators for low performing schools only 
fuel the attention of teachers receiving a benefit most the rest of the people in Missouri do 
not receive.  The indefinite contract and limited reasons for dismissal, plus the due 
process procedures of teacher tenure, are seen as opposite of the rest of Missouri’s 
employees status as at-will workers.   
Legislators acknowledged much of the push for changes in teacher tenure came 
from external factors, but they do not dismiss internal factors as contributing to external 
concerns.  Many legislators accredited the teacher’s job as difficult because it has 
expanded into more than subject matter, parents are not as involved, technology has 
advanced, and there are student factors beyond their control, but led to criticism of their 
ability to teach.  In the minds of many legislators, student attendance, motivation, and 
ability are difficult to manage and should not be blamed on the teacher for a failing 
school’s performance.  According to two legislators, if any internal factor was to be 
blamed for poor performance in teachers or students, it would be the administration 
whose job included evaluations and recommendations for teacher tenure.  Several other 
legislators placed the most contributing internal factor on the failing St. Louis School 
District.  They mentioned there are failing schools in that district and was the reason most 
of the bills presented for change came from legislators in and around the district.  The 
Speaker of the House lives close to the St. Louis area.  Rex Sinquefield is from St. Louis, 
and the State Supreme Court case was in conjunction with the failing schools of the St. 
Louis school district. 
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Positive and negative impacts of teacher tenure and its changes  
 Many factors have contributed to bringing the teacher tenure debate to Missouri.  
Supporters of teacher tenure declared it is needed to protect teachers, encourage teachers 
to improve, and is an offset for lower salaries.  Opponents maintain teacher tenure 
protects poor performing teachers from being dismissed, discourages teachers from 
improving, and believe it is an unfair benefit to receive job security for life.  In Missouri, 
there is a clash, “between public educators who say evaluations and tenure aren’t the 
problem with failing or struggling schools and reform groups saying that student needs 
are being overlooked for job security and political concerns” (Reischman, 2013, July).  
Supporters and opponents of teacher tenure were found among the legislators 
interviewed.  Those supporting teacher tenure stated positive effects of the current 
Missouri Teacher Tenure Act and negative effects if it were changed.  Opponents stated 
negative effects of the current teacher tenure act and positive effect of changes to it. 
 The majority of legislators held current teacher tenure in a positive light and 
responded in support of teachers with several stating specifically, “I’m a teacher 
advocate” and “I kind of support teachers, and one of the reasons that I always vote 
against teacher changes or tenure changes.”  These legislators for the most part think 
teacher tenure is important for teachers to have, works well in giving the teacher freedom 
of speech, and allows them the ability to make tough decisions regarding academics and 
athletics without the fear of termination without cause or repercussion from 
administrators and school board members.  It offers continuity and experienced teachers 
for the classroom.  One legislator believed teacher tenure does not necessarily have an 
impact, “as long as the teacher is evaluated and has the ability to transition through 
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change as much as needed.”  These legislators also believed adding student achievement 
data as part of the teacher’s evaluation was not a good idea.  There are too many factors 
involved in students’ test scores, making it an unfair assessment of the teacher.  Several 
of these legislators indicated, “there were much bigger issues in teaching to discuss than 
center on tenure.”  Although supporters of teacher tenure, some legislators expressed 
there may be areas or chance of change.  As one legislator stated, “I don't know that I'm 
that solid behind all the tenure laws because I think sometimes with inappropriate 
evaluation... people slide through.”  There is an indication legislators may be open to 
future changes in teacher tenure, if the right changes were proposed and had backing 
from all stakeholders. 
 The legislators in the minority, who do not necessarily oppose teacher tenure 
entirely, had strong indications current tenure needed to be changed.  These legislators 
viewed teacher tenure for the most part as not working, otherwise “we would not be 
losing the ranking.”  The main focus of their change was basing teacher tenure on teacher 
ability.  Perhaps the most change stated was, as one legislator commented, the “process 
by which the teacher would be removed from tenure if they’re not at an acceptable level.”  
Another legislator explained, if a teacher was not helping students increase their scores, 
indicating learning, “something has to be done.”  It was thought by most of the legislators 
interviewed, good students will still do well even with poor teachers, however one 
legislator succinctly stated, “Bad students are going to do a lot worse with ineffective 
teachers.”  The other focus of legislators regarding teacher tenure included changing the 
view of it from a privilege, like paid leave, or an automatic benefit, to one earned with the 
ability to teach students.  A legislator in support of changing the view claimed, 
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“Education is not an entitlement to keep jobs, even if they [teachers] do the best they 
can.”  However, even though in opposition to teacher tenure, the legislator thought it 
should not be changed just to add performance based outcomes, but because there are 
poor performing teachers.   
Overall Summary 
 The study attempting to gain insight into the perceptions of northwest Missouri 
legislators regarding Missouri teacher tenure notably gathered only a snapshot of the 
large issue.  Perceptions on teacher tenure differed even in the small sample interviewed.  
Differences occurred in the knowledge of the current Missouri Teacher Tenure Act and 
the changes being proposed to it.  There were also differences in perceptions of what 
caused teacher tenure to be an issue in Missouri, and the effects of teacher tenure and 
impacts of possible changes if they were passed and implemented.  While the legislators’ 
knowledge of the specifics of teacher tenure in Missouri and the changes proposed were 
vague and general, the legislators interviewed demonstrated their concern for teachers 
and a sense of responsibility to teachers and to students’ education.  All legislators agreed 
all information given to them by administrators suggested any difficulties with teacher 
tenure did not exist in northwest Missouri.  Information gathered by legislators from 
teachers and teacher organizations supported the idea to keep teacher tenure in Missouri 
unchanged.  Most legislators agreed changes to teacher tenure would not be beneficial to 
teachers, and changes like adding student achievement data seemed impossible to be 
fairly and accurately applied, but felt open to the possibility of future changes if a 
workable and agreeable solution involving all stakeholders could be obtained. 
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Limitations of the Study 
 Parts of the study’s design caused several limitations.  The first was interviewing 
legislators out of session.  It was thought legislators would be busier during session and 
more cautious discussing an issue with bills currently being proposed than they would be 
out of session.  Therefore, they would be more apt to grant an interview in June after the 
session ended.  However, many legislators were unreachable once session ended, which 
was the reason three legislators who agreed to participate were not interviewed.  Adding 
these three interviews would build upon the findings.  A second limitation was the 
narrowing of just northwest Missouri legislators.  The findings were based upon a small 
sample.  Two legislators refused to participate, two did not respond, and three were 
unreachable, which narrowed the sample and findings may not be considered indicative 
of all northwest Missouri legislators or all legislators in the state.  Expanding the sample 
to especially include legislators in the areas with a high teacher union presence and in the 
areas from which bills were proposed or the entire state would add new information or 
confirm findings of this study.  Third, all the data was self-reported and legislators may 
have reported knowledge or views to appear politically correct or maintain support of 
interest groups.  Interviewing legislators after they have termed out of office or left 
politics may present a different picture.  Finally, it was assumed public and committee 
hearings plus floor debates on the bills proposing changes to teacher tenure would take 
place and be used as a third data point.  Several hearings on teacher tenure were held in 
the previous year of this study.  When the observations of these events were not 
available, the triangulation of data had to be made with the literature review.  Hearing 
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legislators’ opinions and views in a public forum would enhance the study’s finding and 
perhaps include new information. 
Implications for Practice 
 From a comprehensive search of the literature in conjunction with the findings of 
this study, the following recommendations are offered to assist legislators and others 
interested in efforts to understand the teacher tenure issue.  Recommendations are each 
connected to a theme within the findings: 
Educational change  
1. Legislators need a better grasp of the internal workings of the education 
system.  A committee should be convened consisting of all interested parties, 
StudentsFirst, MSTA and MNEA, school board members, superintendents, 
administrators, teachers from both large, small, rural and urban schools, and 
legislators from different regions of the state to discuss honestly and open-
mindedly the system of teacher tenure and its implementation.  
2. If change to tenure or its implementation is warranted, legislators need to 
realize implementation of change is left to the education system and will need 
to work with and gain support of the internal agents, especially teachers.  
Teachers’ needs and concerns need to be in the forefront of any change in 
tenure. 
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Legislators  
With a better and more comprehensive understanding of the Missouri Teacher Tenure 
act and any proposed changes, it would be easier to evaluate the pros and cons of changes 
to existing requirements. 
1. Legislators need to read thoroughly or have an assistant report the factual, specific 
information of the Teacher Tenure Act, especially the three main parts.  While it 
is understandable legislators cannot be well versed in all topics in which bills are 
submitted, when a topic is repeatedly the focus of several bills over several years, 
a legislator must be responsible to be knowledgeable about the topic.  
2. Legislators need to read proposed bills thoroughly.  Legislators should not rely on 
generalities, vague descriptions, or input from those whose views may be biased 
or misleading.   
3. More committee hearings should be held for all bills proposed so legislators can 
ask questions and gather more information about the Teacher Tenure Act and any 
proposed changes. 
4. Legislators need to continue to seek input from stakeholders, though more should 
be heard from teachers.  Teacher tenure implementation will be in the hands of 
the schools and the thoughts of those directly involved should be a part of the 
decision.  However, legislators should take into consideration they will have a 
more objective view confronting existing notions and determining the necessity of 
reform.  
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5. More public hearings should be held in all the different parts of the state in order 
to seek input from all stakeholders.  Hearings should be more widely announced 
and specifically invite all stakeholders.   
Teacher Quality  
Workshops should be available and presented in a factual, specific, and unbiased 
manner to educate legislators on: 
1. Teacher quality, the importance of teachers being highly qualified, and what 
makes a teacher highly qualified.  
2. Varying methods of measuring teacher quality on evaluations, including those 
with and without student achievement data indicating quality. 
3. Enhancing principal preparation programs to better train administrators in 
methods to develop, evaluate, and dismiss a teacher of poor quality. 
Teacher Tenure  
1. Causes of teacher tenure receiving attention should continue to be studied in light 
of the issue, but not used as excuse to reject or support ideas for change. 
2. Legislators should use the positive and negative impacts of teacher tenure and the 
proposed changes to open a dialogue, to weigh their decisions in terms of what is 
beneficial and not harmful to all involved.  Any decision must be fair to teachers 
and provide protection from unfair dismissal, but also must consider student 
welfare in terms of receiving the best quality education.   
Implications for Further Research 
 The following implications emerged from this study for future research in an 
effort to add to the existing literature pertaining to teacher tenure.  One implication would 
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be to further this study by broadening the data points.  First, legislators who proposed 
bills changing teacher tenure should be interviewed and added to these results.  Second, 
all current Missouri legislators should be surveyed and the data compared to the results of 
this study.  Third, gathering more documentation from past public hearings, committee 
discussions, legislative proceedings, and media statewide regarding bills proposed would 
help to generate a more precise depiction of legislators’ views on teacher tenure. 
 Another implication for further research would be to conduct complementary 
research studies.  One study would concentrate on perceptions of Missouri stakeholders: 
school districts, teacher organizations, lobbyists, and interest groups, to discover if their 
perceptions matched the perceptions with which legislators credit them.  The results of 
this research could be cross-referenced with legislators’ views in order to ascertain 
misunderstandings and biased information.  A different study could seek insight from the 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, as they are the ones who will be 
involved and accountable for executing the Missouri waiver’s criteria.   
To further research for the teacher tenure issue, a study could interview Missouri 
administrators and teachers to compare and contrast their points of views on the 
importance of tenure, if change to tenure is needed, and what change they would 
recommend.  Another area of further research would be a study of administrators’ 
perceptions of the process for dismissing tenured and nontenured teachers.  This study 
would further provide insight into if the teacher tenure issue were more of an 
implementation issue and not a policy issue.  Finally, an implication for further research 
would be a comparison of case studies from other states that have not changed their 
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tenure policies, as well as states that have changed them to present a more national view 
of the teacher tenure issue. 
Conclusion 
Teacher tenure is a complex issue not only in its several provisions, conflicting 
perspectives from stakeholders, the influence of government, lobbyists, and reformers, 
but more importantly in the need to balance providing teacher’s job protection with 
providing quality education for students.  With the current atmosphere nationally and in 
Missouri specifically critical of public education, it is safe to say there is a gap in 
education’s external environment’s expectations and results of school districts.  There are 
failing schools in Missouri and legislators agreed there needs to be a solution.   
Findings relative to the research questions cross-referenced with the literature 
review did not reveal a solution, but depicted four themes regarding teacher tenure.  
Theme one depicted teacher tenure as part of the educational system needing to change, 
constituting an educational change being proposed.  This change was trying to be pushed 
through mandates by external agents as the model of change.  Whether teacher tenure 
will be changed remains to be seen.  Most northwest Missouri legislators feel change 
needs to be made only in other parts of the state or to other issues besides teacher tenure.  
The question arises, “Is it the implementation and not the structure of teacher tenure that 
needs to be altered?”  Findings applied to theme two, legislators, addressed the lack of 
legislators’ knowledge of the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act, the proposed changes to it, 
but highlighted their awareness of several stakeholders’ perspectives.  As theme three 
indicated, legislators demonstrated very little connection of teacher quality to teacher 
tenure, but recognized the difficulty in using student achievement data in teacher 
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evaluations to measure teacher quality.  Finally, theme four presented legislators’ views 
of the causes and implications of teacher tenure in Missouri.  Legislators indicated causes 
of teacher tenure in Missouri came from both external and internal factors.  They 
believed the impact of Missouri’s current teacher tenure was beneficial and vital and 
changes to it would be detrimental to teachers.   
The concern is legislators need to have a full understanding of the current 
Missouri Teacher Tenure Act, any suggested changes, and impacts of each to make a 
reasonable judgment on maintaining or changing the act.  As it stands presently, the 
Missouri legislature may not be making the decision if the people of Missouri pass 
Amendment 3 currently scheduled for a vote in the 2014 November election and decide 
the fate of teacher tenure in Missouri.  However, if the amendment fails and the issue is 
brought back to the legislators, a more thorough understanding of the intricacies of 
Missouri teacher tenure is needed. 
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APPENDIX A 
Informed Consent 
What are northwest Missouri state legislators’ perceptions of the Missouri Teacher 
Tenure Act? 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Luanne Haggard, a 
doctoral student at the University of Missouri-Columbia.  This study is for a dissertation, 
in completion of an Ed.D. in Educational Leadership.  You were selected as one of 
thirteen representatives from northwest Missouri to explore perceptions of the Missouri 
Teacher Tenure Act.  The following information is provided to help you make an 
informed decision whether or not to participate.   
 
The purpose of this study is to add to the research on teacher tenure by including a group 
not considered, the state legislators.  The results of this study will create a database for 
future research to help understand teacher tenure in Missouri.  Your thoughts are valued 
and appreciated.   
 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and will require only a minimal 
amount of time and effort.  There are no foreseen risks or discomforts associated with this 
research and any concern regarding confidentiality and responses traced back to an 
individual are addressed in all data gathered during the study will be kept strictly 
confidential and anonymous.  Your identity will be protected and concealed through a 
pseudonym within the data and final paper.  Data will be kept secured for seven years per 
IRB requirements and then all original records will be destroyed.  All thirteen interviews 
will be analyzed as a group, rather than congressional districts or position in the General 
Assembly.  To participate, you will be asked to  
1. Share your thoughts in a thirty-minute interview.  
2. Participate in a possible follow up interview taking place within three months of 
the interview.  
3. Review the transcript from your interviews to clarify or correct any data.  You 
may also receive a copy of the final dissertation.   
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You are free to decide not to participate in this study.  If you choose to participate you 
may refuse to answer any questions you choose or withdraw at any time during the study 
without any adverse affects. You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to 
participate in this research study.  Participation in the study indicates you are nineteen 
years of age or older, an understanding of the project and information presented, and 
consent to participate. Participation signifies also an understanding participation can be 
declined at any time.  In addition, participation grants consent to be audio-recorded 
during the interview and the interview transcribed verbatim by a paid transcriber. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to meet with me to discuss the study, please 
contact me at lrhww8@mail.missouri.edu or by calling (816) 752-8597.  In addition, the 
chair of my dissertation committee is Dr. Carole Edmonds; contact information is 1-660-
562-1258 and her email is CAKE@nwmissouri.edu.   
 
You are also welcome to contact the University of Missouri’s Campus Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) by visiting their website umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu or calling 
(573) 882-9585 if you have any questions regarding your rights as a research participant.   
 
Thank you for taking time to participate in this study.   
 
(created from U.S. Department of Human services, 1998, Informed Consent Checklist) 
 
  
  
177 
APPENDIX B 
Interview Questions 
Project: northwest Missouri state legislators’ teacher tenure perceptions 
 
Pseudonym______________________________________________________________ 
 
Date____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Interview 
Time_____________________________________________________________ 
 
Interviewer Introduction 
 
Description of Project 
 
Discussion of Confidentiality 
 
Approval to Continue 
 
1. What do you know about the Missouri Teacher Tenure Act? Do you know its 
components? 
 
2. Please explain how public school teachers are able to attain teacher tenure in 
Missouri. 
 
3. What do you think are the positive or negative effects for public school teachers 
having seniority teacher tenure in Missouri? 
 
4. What impact, if any, does being a seniority-based teacher tenured public school 
teacher have on student performance in the classroom? 
 
5. What do you know about the current changes being proposed to the Missouri 
Teacher Tenure Act? 
 
6. What do you think are the positive or negative effects for public school teachers if 
the proposed changes to the Teacher Tenure Act are passed in Missouri? 
 
7. What impact, if any, will the proposed changes to the Teacher Tenure Act have 
for public schools in Missouri if passed? 
 
8. Do you have any additional perceptions you would like to share about teacher 
tenure that might be helpful to this study? 
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APPENDIX C 
Initial Recruitment Email 
Project: northwest Missouri state legislators’ teacher tenure perceptions 
 
To:     
From:   Luanne Haggard <lrhaggard22@gmail.com>   
Subject:  Doctoral Study Participation 
Cc:   
Bcc:      
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Missouri State Representative or Senator (Last name): 
 
Good morning, 
 
Your commitment to public service is greatly appreciated and respected.  Thank you for 
the time and effort you devote to being a state legislator.  Since your time is very 
important, I will make a quick request.  
 
I am an Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis doctoral student at the University of 
Missouri-Columbia.  I am interviewing northwest Missouri state legislators in an effort to 
gather data for the completion of my dissertation.  The purpose of the study is to gain 
insight of northwest Missouri state legislators' views about the Missouri Teacher Tenure 
Act, proposed changes, and impacts.  Previous research offered teacher and administrator 
perceptions, but omit an integral group involved, state legislators.  
 
Your thoughts regarding Missouri teacher tenure would be invaluable to gaining a better 
understanding of the issue.  I hope you are willing to give your time and perspective to 
help in this essential issue.  I have enclosed an Informed Consent explaining the complete 
confidentiality and anonymity of participation in this study.  I will follow up in the next 
few weeks with a brief phone call to answer any questions and hopefully secure your 
choice of logistics for a 30-minute interview to take place in June of this year.   
 
Thank you for considering helping me towards a better understanding of Missouri teacher 
tenure.  I am grateful for your attention and look forward to talking with you soon.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Luanne Haggard 
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APPENDIX D 
Follow-up Phone Call Protocol 
Project: northwest Missouri state legislators’ teacher tenure perceptions 
 
Researcher: “Hello, this is Luanne Haggard and I am a doctoral student at the University 
of Missouri.  I recently sent you an email regarding participation in a study regarding 
Missouri Teacher Tenure.  I am calling to follow up on the email to answer any questions 
or clarify anything you have regarding the study.”   
 
Participant: Response 
 
Researcher: Responding to questions and clarification.   Possibly reiterating the study and 
the parameters of participation. 
 
Researcher:  “I would like to review the Informed Consent attached to the email to help 
reinforce confidentiality and anonymity of participation in the study.”  After reviewing 
the Informed Consent, “Do you have any questions or concerns in participating in this 
study?”   
 
Participant:  Response 
 
Researcher:  Responding to questions and concerns.    
 
Researcher:  “After this discussing, would you feel comfortable scheduling an interview 
sometime in the month of June this year?  If so, the interview may take place on a date 
and time of your convenience.”  
 
Research:  “Thank you for your willingness to participate, I will see you at (location) on 
(date) at (time).”  
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APPENDIX E 
Missouri Teacher Tenure Act 
168.102 Short title. 
168.104 Definitions. 
168.106 Indefinite contracts, what affects. 
168.108 Contract, form of—requirements. 
168.110 Contract modification, when-what provisions. 
168.112 Modification or termination, how. 
168.114 Board may terminate, grounds for. 
168.116 Termination by board-notice-charges. 
168.118 Termination hearing, procedure, costs. 
168.120 Appeal by teacher, procedure. 
168.122 Leaves of absences, board may establish policy-retention of permanent status. 
168.124 Board may place on leave—provisions governing-salary to be paid to affected teacher, when. 
168.126 Probationary teachers, how terminated-notice, contents-reemployed, how. 
168.128 Teacher records, how maintained-evaluations, how performed and maintained. 
168.129 Board members exempt from civil liability resulting from charges against teacher 
168.130 Teachers not to participate in management of school board election, campaign 
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APPENDIX F 
Full text of Constitutional Amendment to Article IX, Relating to Teacher 
Performance Evaluation Systems  
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VITA 
Luanne Rae (Pfleiderer) Haggard has always been interested in learning and 
helping others to learn.  She has an analytical and curious mind propelling her to earn a 
B.S. in Secondary Education with an emphasis in Social Studies from Missouri Western 
State College now Missouri Western State University, a M.A. in History from Northwest 
Missouri State University and an Ed.D. in Educational Leadership and Policy analysis 
from the University of Missouri.  In addition, Luanne has taught twenty-five years in 
several school districts from small rural districts to a mid suburban district and at the 
collegiate level at both Missouri Western State University and Northwest Missouri State 
University.  Throughout her career, she has taught seventh through twelfth grades, 
Regular, Honors, Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaureate courses.  She 
earned Teacher of the Year, National Board Certification, and several accommodations 
for her teaching as well as presenting as state and regional conferences.  Luanne served as 
a District Social Studies Curriculum Coordinator for several years and as the 
International Baccalaureate Coordinator for five years.   
Luanne Haggard resides in Saint Joseph, Missouri with her husband of twenty-six 
years and their children: Brycen-24 and Cassie-22.  Currently, she is retired from 
teaching and looking forward to where God will lead her in the next chapter of learning. 
 
 
 
 
